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PREFACE

Objectives of APRP

The objectives of the Agriculturdl Policy Reform Program (APRP) are to increase the incomes of
Egyptians by:

. alowing the private sector to compete in input and output markets

. increasing Egypt's exports of suitable products

. edtablishing conditions favoring private investment, including the privatization of GOE-owned
enterprises

. more efficient management of Egypt's Nile Water System and its land resources

From 1996-2002, five minidries worked
under APRP: MALR, MWRI, MSHT, MFT,

and MPE. This reflects the broad scope of Tranche | Percent of Benchmarks
policy reforms undertaken by the Governmernt. Accomplished or Exceeded
APCP darted agricultura policy reform by | 83%

working modtly at the productionlevd. APRP

extended these effortsto the marketing system, [l 76%

exports, privatization, development of

: : o [l 71%
agricultural  support  services, irrigation
management, food security, and related areas. \V/ 70%
APRP implemented five annua tranches of v 100%
policy reforms (benchmarks). Indl therewere Total 81%
151 benchmarks and 242 indicators under
APRP.

Purpose of the MVE Unit

The MVE Unit carries out monitoring, verification, and eva uationunder the Agricultura Policy Reform
Program. It aso conducts specia studies.

Verification conssts of the andyds of accomplishment by the Government of Egypt (GOE) of the
policy reforms agreed to in annua Memorandums of Understanding by the GOE and USAID.

The monitoring programconssts of periodic anadysis based on a set of progress indicators agreed to
by the different unitsof APRP. The attempt hereisto measurethe progress of the program sooner and
more frequently thanthe impact assessment program. Theindicatorsarerdatively easy to calculate but
do not reflect the find impacts of the program.

Impact assessment (evauation) measuresthe effectsof policy reforms under APRP onthe agriculturd
sector. The Unit used subsector andysis (structure-conduct-performance method) to assess changes



in key commodity subsectors (cotton, rice, wheat, and fertilizer). Cross-cutting studies reported on
other key impacts of APRP, e.g., in helping to change the roles of the public and private sectors.

Soecial studies may address any topic relevant to the agricultura policy reform program. The Unit
completed special studies on 1) cotton qudity and grading, 2) agricultura productivity, 3) the
privatization of the cotton ginning industry (a ggnificant success story), and 4) the relation between
agricultura growthand the creationof employment via the devel opment of smdl and micro enterprises
in rurd areas and smal towns.

Conference Objectives and | mplementation

The purpose of the conference described inthis document wasto present the resultsof the MVE Unit's
impact assessments to a broad audience of APRP stakeholders and get their feedback.

The conference was hdd from June 1-4, 2002 in Cairo, Egypt. APRP was fortunate that the
inaugurationof the conferencewasgraced by the presence of His Excdllency the Deputy Prime Minister
and Miniger of Agricultureand Land Reclamation, Dr. Y oussuf Wally. Other dignitariesincluded the
Director of USAID/Egypt, Mr. Willard Pearson; Dr. Saad Nassar, Governor of Fayoum and former
Program Director, APRP, Dr. Ahmed Guwelili, Director General, Arab Economic Unity Council and
former Minister of Trade and Supply; and Dr. John Méllor, Vice President, Abt Associates Inc. and
former director, IFPRI. Each of these digtinguished individuas made a short address during the
inauguretion.

The technica presentations, which lasted for three days, were organized as follows:

. Introduction to APRP

. Methods, Information and Initid Effects

. Impact Assessment: Commodity Subsectors
. Impact Assessment: Cross-Cutting Studies

Presentations were made one a atime. There was s multaneoustrand ation from Englishto Arabic and
Arabic to English during both the presentations and the discussons that followed them. About 170
profess onds attended the conference, not induding about 25 members of the MV E Unit staff and other
presenters. Dr. Amr Moussa and Steve Joyce were the facilitators for the conference.

Pur pose of This Document

The purpose of this proceedings volume is to capture some of the essentia materid of the conference.
The full reports on which some of the presentations were based are being published by the MVE Unit,
and summaries of some of these reports will aso be printed in both English and Arabic.

The remainder of this volume contains the agenda of the conference; the full text of some of the
inaugura speeches, the presentations; a summary of the discussions, and alist of the attendees.
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June 1-4, 2002
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Day Agriculturd Foreign Relations MALR
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Day 1 Sunday, June 2
Royd Meridien Hotel, Garden City, Cairo

9:00-9:30 Regidration

9:30 - 9:40 Conference Goals - Dr. Gary Ender
Introduction to APRP

9:40 - 10:00 Goals and Objectives of APRP

Dr. Hussein Soliman, Program Director, APRP

10:00 - 10:30 History of APCP and APRP - Dr. Mohamed Omran
10:30 - 11:00 Main Thrusts of APRP - Dr. Ade Mogtafa

11:00 - 11:30 Discussion

11:30- 11:50 Break

M ethods, Information and Initial Effects

11:50 - 12:10 Impact Assessment Methods for APRP - Dr. Gary Ender

12:10- 12:30 Assessing the Impact of Policy Reform on Commodity Subsectors
Dr. John Holtzman

12:30 - 1:00 Discussion

1:00 - 2:30 Lunch bresk

2:30 - 3:00 Socioeconomic Trendsin Rura Areas, 1992-2000
Dr. Glenn Rogers

3:00-3:30 Discussion

3:30- 4:.00 Impact of Water Policy - Mr. Andrew Tczap

4:00 - 4:30 Discussion

4:30 Close: TealCoffee available



Day 2

8:30 - 9:00
9:00 - 9:40
9:40- 10:20
10:20 - 11:00
11:00- 11:30
11:30- 11:50
11:50 - 12:30
12:30- 1:.00
1:00 - 2:30
2:30- 3:00
3:00 - 3:30
3:30-4:00
4:00 - 4:30

4:30

June 3
Royd Meridien Hotel, Garden City, Cairo

Impact Assessment: Commodity Subsectors
Late regigtration for participants

Cotton - Dr. John Holtzman and Dr. Addl Mostafa
Discussion

Whest - Roger Poulin and Dr. Abla Abddl Latif
Discussion

Break

Rice - Dr. John Holtzman and Dr. Abddl Rahim |small
Discussion

Lunch bresk

Fertilizer - Dr. Abddl Hamid Y oussef Saad
Discussion

Horticulture - John Lamb

Discussion

Clo= Tea/Coffee avallable



Day 3

8:30-9:00

9:00-9:30

9:30 - 10:00

10:00 - 10:30

10:30 - 11:00

11:00 - 11:40

11:40 - 12:20
12:20 - 1:50

1:50 - 2:20

2:20 - 2:50

2:50-3:30
3:30- 350
3:50-4:30

4:30

June 4
Royd Meridien Hotel, Garden City, Cairo

Impact Assessment: Cross-Cutting Studies

Late regigtration for participants

Changesin Roles of Public and Private Sectors - Dr. Derick Brinkerhoff
Topics covered include: cotton pest management, trade associations,
horticultural export support services, cooperatives, public-sector
capacity (information), private-sector participation in policy didogue

Discussion

Impact of APRP on the Agricultura Information System
Dr. Rallo Ehrich and Dr. Morsy Ali Fawzy

Discusson

Farm-Level Impact of APRP
Dr. Morsy Ali Fawzy, Dr. Mamadou Sidibe, and Dr. Osman Sdama

Discusson
Lunch break

SMEs and Rurd Employment Creation - Tamer El Meehy and Dr. Lamia
Bulbul

Impact of Agriculturd Growth on SMEs and Employment Cresgtion
Dr. John Mdllor

Discussion
I mpact Assessment: Summary - Dr. Gary Ender and Dr. Mohamed Omran
Generd Discussion

Clos=: Tea/Coffee avallable
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REMARKSBY USAID/EGYPT DIRECTOR WILLARD PEARSON

Y our Excdllency Deputy Prime Minister Wally; Excdlencies, disinguished guests; ladiesand gentlemen.
It isa pleasure for me to address this group today as we assess the impact of six years of agricultura
policy reformin Egypt. USAID isproud to join the Minigtry of Agriculture and Land reclamation in
sponsoring this distinguished conference.

| want to thank the APRP/IMVE Unit that worked so hard to organize this conference. They were
joined by the efforts of many at the Minigtry of Agricultureand land reclamation(MALR), Ministry of
Water Resources and Irrigation (MWRI), Ministry of Foreign Trade (MOFT), Ministry of Public
Enterprise (MPE) and Ministry of Supply and Home Trade (MSHT). Mabrouk and Shokran to al of
you!

The Egyptian Government’s Agricultura Policy Reform Program has advanced reform in many ways.

. Key GOE technicd offices and USAID contractors have been neutral brokers between the
government and the private sector, and between government ministries,

. TheProgramfocused onimplementationat a central and governorate level with bothpublic and
private partners;

. APRP huilt onearly successes and continualy showed stakehol dersthat change was possible-
and that it isimportant to celebrate past successes, and

. Fndly, APRP successfully leveraged the government’s resources with resources of several
donors, asexemplified by the collaborationwith GTZ’ s Cotton Sector PromotionProgramand
our USAID project.

| am happy to say that USAID stands ready for continued involvement in agricultura policy reform.
Asyou know, our assistance levels are declining and future projects will be smaler and more focused
on support for private sector initiaives. This is in line with the Egyptian and US government’s
agreement several yearsago to trangtionour economic relationship fromonebased onaid to one based
ontrade. WE will need to work with you to make the best use of our smdler program resources. We
gtand ready to hep withanext generation of agricultura policy reformthat improve Egypt’ sagricultura
trade and rurd well being.

| would like especidly to recognize the leadership of Deputy Prime Minister Wally inmaking agriculture
the first sector to undergo sgnificant policy reformsin the 1980s and early 1990s. This demonstrated
that courageous reforms can have a positive impact on peoples lives. Thisis now being followed up
with an increased focus on the actud implementation of agriculturd reforms, a step which merits more
attentionin other reformareas outside of agriculture. Hereisthe challengefor you over the next severa
days. Take stock of the lessons of these efforts in order to build a future where agriculture and
agribusiness will continue to be a mgjor source of income, jobs, and business opportunity.

Recently available datafromvarious sources provides very strong evidence that the agricultura policy
reforms and liberdizationof the agricultura sector have changed peopl € slivesfor the better. In areas
wherethese reforms have beenimplemented, they have opened up new opportunities for rura people



and contributed to amarkedimprovement insocia indicators- healthcare, educationd attainment, child
hedth. But in areas where reforms have been limited, rura peopl€ slives are not improving asrapidly
as they could be. Thisisboth avery strong statement of how much you have accomplished, and a
statement of how much more needs to be done. We stand ready to help you.

My concerns fit the theme of this conference: the importance of Agriculturd Policy Reform as
demongtrated by its impact. The theme dso fits nicely into USAID’ s strategic god of hdping Egypt
advance from an ad recipient to atrading partner. It ismy hope that we can regain the momentum o
overdl reform that has brought a better life for millions of rurd Egyptians.

Last week, | had the privilege of sharing the podium with the Prime Minigter at the Conference on
Ingtitutiona and Policy Challenges facing the Egyptian Economy. At that time, | asked the attendees
to congder a second generation of economic reform including initiativesin five policy arees:

. trade and customs

. competition

. education

. the public/private partnership framework
. financia sector performance

Today | would liketo emphasize how closgly related these key areas of reform are to the agricultural
sector. Implementing reform in al of these areas is crucid to more rapid agricultura growth and the
continued successes of many of the changes made under the APRP.

Agricultural Trade

Exports of agricultural products, both fresh and processed, are critically important to the future of
Egyptian economic growth. There is compdlling evidence that expanding trade improves living
standards in those countriesengaged in cross-border commerce. Benefitsinclude lower pricesand a
wider range of goods and servicesfor consumers, and enhanced competitivenessfor domestic indusiry.
To capture those benefits, the Government of Egypt has liberdized trade in important ways. We
applaud those efforts.

Agricultureisincreasngly afocusof internationa trade negotiations. Egypt isparty to several important
trade agreementsinduding the WTO, the Egypt-EU partnership, COMESA, and the Arab Free Trade
Agreement. These present mgjor opportunities for increasing market access, profiting form Egyptian
intellectud property, and benefitting from bio-technology. Egyptian agricultura experts must be fully
engaged implementing these new inditutiond arrangements in a way that works to the advantage of

Egypt.

One task of this conference is examining how Egypt achieved its past successes. A decade ago amagjor
adjugment in the exchange rate accelerated agricultura growth and exports. Recent devauations of
about 26% are again making Egyptian agricultural exports more competitive on world markets. But
high tariffs and technica barriers continue to limit trade. 1n addition, customs proceduresare reducing
the competitiveness of Egypt’ sagricultura exports. Part of the problemisthat man people (but | know



not those of you in this audience) tend to think that customs procedures affect only imports. Quickly
implementing the Government’s commitment to lower tariffs, remove barriers, and change customs
delays fromweeksto hours, would have a sdutary effect on agricultura sector growth, rura incomes,
and job cregtion.

| am proud to report that USAID and the Government of Egypt recently launched a program to
promote trade reform. We are currently exploring an agreement to help modernize the Customs
Service.

Enhancing Competition

Government must work with agriculture-based industry to minimize the difficulties of adjusting to
increased competitionwhenliberadizationoccurs. Globalization of theworld economy isan established
fact. Removad of trade barriers, increased foreign invesment, and enhanced competition should be
accepted with purpose, care and with ample safeguards, but accepted just the same.

Mexico and Egypt are hdf aworld apart, but they share common problems and challenges. In both
nations, the food industry is based onfamily-owned amdl operations. Import protectionled to inefficient
companies supplying customerswith outdated, unattractive products. The businessenvironment limited
firm competitiveness and there were few supporting firmsfor exporters wishing to sub-contract. With
shalow economic linkages, firms were less able to compete with foreign producers.

In Mexico the processed food industry has now undergone adrametic and successful, though painful,
adjusment to internationa trade. Here' s the result: between 1990 and 2000, foreign direct investment
inMexico increased from$2.6 to $13 hillion, a400% growth, and exportsincreased from$41to$167
hillion, 311% growth. Egypt’ sfood industry has only afew yearsto ‘ get ready for WTO’, and time gets
shorter each day. USAID is here to help with this trangition.

I nfostering competition, let usnot losedght of privatization’ simportance. The Government hasreduced
itsrole inproducing and distributing goods. Because of its past successes, the privetizationprogramis
held to high standards and expectations, but today investors are concerned about the dowing pace.
Privatizationin the sugar and cotton sub-sectors needs continued serious atention. Renewed emphass
on privatization would be a clear sgnd to domestic investors who stand ready to invest in the
agricultural sector.

Human Resources and Information

Farmersare now freeto choose what to grow, howto grow it and where to sl it. Market forceshave
taken hold and new agribusinesses are emerging everyday. As the sector grows, specidizes, and
becomes more export-oriented, stakeholders redize they need information that MALR extensonand
researchinditutions should provide. Much of this- market data, economic andyss, relevant technology
- has not been readily available in the past from public or private sector providers. This haslimited the
participationof smdl holders in the growth of the agricultural sector. Richer farmers can pay for these
services privately, and many dready do so. Harnessing the private sector to provide information and
training to smaler producersis a chdlenge for the next decade.



APRP hasass sted the MAL Rto collect and disseminatefarm-leve agricultura and economic statistics.
Improved crop yield forecasting for whegt and cotton are alowing more timely decison making. The
program has hel ped the Minigtry of Water Resourcesand Irrigation(MWRI) to better match irrigation
water needs and supply at thelocal level. The need for information and support for trangport decison
meking will continue to grow repidly. Fadlitating use of information by the private sector needs to
continue as a high priority for the government.

Egypt has 14 public universtiesand 18 agriculture facultieswithwell-trained professond staffs. | hear
fromthe private sector that these schools are not producing the applied skills foe business, technology
development, and farm management that Egypt’ s exporters, agribusinesses, and research inditutions
need. Better use of this nationa treasure of educational infragtructureinthe futureis an areawhichneeds
urgent attention.

Public-Private Partner ships

APRP swork withtrade associ ations and agri cultura commodity councils has hel ped the private sector
mohbilize support for agricultural and economic reforms. Effective business and trade associations will
play apivota role in the future development of Egyptian agriculture.

In aliberalized economy, public and private sectors work jointly to promote economic growth with a
shared interest in increased exports, employment, and incomes. This partnership depends upon
mechanisms that represent and give voiceto private sector interest. There need to be mechanisms that
bring together government policymakers and private actors for discusson and dialogue. Before
liberdization, Egypt had few such mechanisms.

APRP has contributed to an understanding of the emerging roles of the public and private sectors in
three ways.

Firg, government policy reform can serve as an important impetus for initiating change. The
Government has implemented reforms gradualy and this led to short-run successes. However, some
interpret the dow pace as ambiva ence and weak commitment. For long-term benefits, reformersneed
to “dtay the course’ and fully implement policies thet initiated change.

Second, public and private sectors should work together to take advantage of each one' s digtinctive
competenciesand capacities. The demand side of policy reformisimportant. Government commitment
and ability to supply reform is enhanced by pressure to implement reform from the private sector and
cvil society.

Fndly, the past few years have shownthat the private sector is capable of responding to and expanding
on many of the GOE pilot efforts. In agriculturd input digtribution, processing, and marketing, the
private sector hasgrown rapidly in many areasto fill Egypt’ sneeds. The many successful pilot activities
that have been explored under APRP need follow up support and broad implementation.



Closing

The experience of other countries suggests that there isared reward to implementing policy reforms.
This reward takes the form of growth, socia and economic stability as well as an enhanced ability to
cope with shocks. Policy reforms can and must be undertaken - and the sooner, the better. | can
foresee Egypt recapturing the momentum of the early 1990s and thenattaininggrowth of 8 to 9 percent,
placing Egypt among the leading emerging market economies. Thisisthe foundationfor creation of the
jobs that young Egyptians need. Egypt - the largest nation in the Middle East and the center of Arab
learning and scholars - can ingpire other countries in the region on the way forward.

Y our review of the impact of APRP can pinpoint how success can follow implementation of reform.
| encourage you to identify the benefits of trade reform for the agricultural sector, the rewards of
competitioninagro-industry, the gains fromthe widespread use of informationand skilled management,
and findly, the opportunities to build on the success of the many public-private partnerships you have
initiated.

| applaud your efforts to take on these difficult, but rewarding tasks. | wish youevery successin your
efforts here today and tomorrow. Thank you.
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ACHIEVING A HIGH GROWTH RATE IN AGRICULTURE
AND ITSEMPLOYMENT IMPACT

REMARKSBY DR. JOHNW.MELLOR
Abt Associates Inc.

Y our Excdlency, Deputy Prime Minister and Minigter of Agriculture, Dr. Wally, it isagreet privilege
to be on the platform with you who have done so much over the years to set the stage for agriculture
playingitskey role inrasing incomes of the mass of rura people. It is afurther privilege to be speaking
with such adistinguished group of your colleagues, who have worked with you in this important task.
And, | amproud to stand withmy countryman, Mr. Pearson, who has seen that USAID has played a
continuous, steady role in asssting in these complex tasks.

Inmy brief remarks, | will describe key relationshipsinachievingrapid employment growthand poverty
reduction, as well as rapid growth in agriculture.

| can now be very clear: the employment problemin Egypt cannot be solved without rapid agricultura
growth. Internationd data and Egyptian data and modes both support this concluson. In Egypt,
bal anced growth that includes rapid agricultura growthwill double the incomes of the laboring class of
people infiveto tenyears. Incontrast, rgpid growthof the urbanexport sector, but without agricultural
growth, will have no impact on the employment problem, even though the GDP growth rate is only
reduced by 15 percent. If, on the other hand, agriculturegrowsrapidly but growth of the urban export
sector is sharply dowed, the overdl growth rate will be sharply reduced, but the employment growth
rate will not decline much. Thus, the urban export-oriented sector is the mgor force in GDP growth;
agriculture is the mgor force in employment growth. Balanced growth includes both; but the
requirements of the two sectors differ.

Why is agriculture so dominant in employment growth? CAPMAS datatell us that 42 percent of the
total labor force works in the rural non-farm sector. They produce highly labor-intensve goods and
services that are consumed in the rural areas and that are not suitable for export. Locd demand must
increase if these people areto have increased employment and incomes; that demand comesfromrisng
farm incomes. If farmincomesrise, demand grows quickly and so does employment and income. It is
of course smal farmers who are spending their added income in the rurd areas, and making massve
numbers of jobs in the highly labor-intensve, rural non-farm sector..

What doesit take to get rapid agricultural growth? There are two basic sets of forces: technology and
policy.

Technology is critica in agriculture because of the land congtraint. With limited land, yidlds must be
increased if incomes are to increase. Because of basic science breakthroughs, agricultural science
moves very rgpidly, and it isgloba. Scientigtsin al countries mugt continudly share in what is being
discovered in other countries.

In my moddling work on Egypt, | get much faster growth rates from a given amount of technological
change and capita increasethan actualy happens. The reason for that is the economic models assume
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perfect knowledge and completey fredy moving resources. Policy, induding the many changes
underway in Egypt, is concerned with improving knowledge and helping resourcesmove fredy. Some
good policies provide new and improved government services, others repeal bad previous policies.
Both are important.

Policy and technology interact. In agriculture, good policy does not provide much impact if the
improvements in technology are not increesing the potentid to reduce costs and increase
competitiveness. Improved technology does little good if knowledge is not available, not just of the
technology, but of input and output markets as wdl, and if resources, including capitd and credit, do
not flow fredly.

Rice and cotton exemplify this interaction. A few key policy reforms related to rice coincided with a
magjor technologica advance, and so rice production grew very rapidly. In the case of cotton, the
improvementsintechnology have not been so gtriking, and critica gapsinpolicy improvement il exist.
Cotton production has declined — to a significant extent in favor of rice.

Rapid-growth countries achieve 4- to 6-percent agricultural growth rates. Egypt has a resource base
that ishighly respongive to modern science and to well-working markets. Thus, the 4.1-percent growth
rate targeted is quite conservative. However, to do better than that will require rapid growthin dl the
major commodity groups, each of which has somewhat different technology and policy requirements.
Thus, prioritieswill have to be set within the commodity groups.

Fndly bothtechnology and policy development are dynamic. Scientists have to continualy runto keep
up withglobal advances. That requires dynamic finandd, inditutiona, and techni cal assi stance support.
Policy requires congtant analysis of dternativesinorder to keep up withthe congtantly changing globa
environment withinwhich policy works. The various studies carried out in connection with APRP and
MV E have beenvery hdpful inkeeping policy recommendations up to date. Inthe future, attentionmust
be given to capacity-building within Egypt and to setting priorities for action so that anayses can be
sharply focused.

It has been a privilege for me to participate in these processes from which | have learned so much. |
hope | am able to make some smdl intellectua contribution in return. Thank you for this opportunity.
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APRP GOALSAND OBJECTIVES
DR. HUSSEIN SOLIMAN

Previous Activities

[AgrTech Tilizalion & Transger 05-(0 ] gricurtur icy Reform Prog
Agricultural Policy reform Program 95-02 “\Nater Port”
“Agricultural Part” =
PVC Pipe Drainage 76-85

|
Canal Maintenance 77-83 |
|

Irrigation management systems 81-89 |
Water Use & management 76-85 |

I
I
| Irrigation Pumping 77-85
I
I

[ Pouliry Improvement 77-83 ]
Agricultural Development Systems 77-86

APRP Goal, Objectives and Policy Areas
POLICY AREAS

GOAL Price, Markets, and Trade:
Cotton & ricepricing/trade
Increase production, productivity &
incomesin theagricultural

sector (including agribusiness)

Private investment & privatization

in agribusiness: Rice mills,
cotton gins and trade companies

Ag. Land & Water Resource
Investment Utilization & Sustainability:
Water conservation in sugarcane & rice,
Water user associations

OBJECTIVES

Removeremaining policy barriers
to private enterprisein agriculture,
thereby creating a liberal, competitive

Agricultural Sector Support Services:
Pest management services, cold
storage at Airport, etc.

Food Security & Poverty Alleviation
Improved targeting of food for poor

marketing system, and stimulating
sustainable agricultural growth

APRP Allocation & Disbursement
$ Million

Tranche | 1 11 \Y \%
Allocation ($M) 50 65 65 65 CO 245
Disbursement ($M) 44 57 53 46 44 244

Performance (%) 88% 88% 82% 71% 98%  99.6%

Carry Over (CO) $M 6 8 12 19 45
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USAID contribution to agricultural development: $1.3 billion (25 years)

1981 2002

Cereals production 8 million Tons 20 million Tons

V egetable production 11 million Tons 23 million Tons
Sugarcane productivity 34 Ton/Fedd 50-60 Ton/Fedd
Rice productivity 2.4 Ton/Fedd 3.8 Ton/Fedd
Agricultural Investments  LE9billion LE 131 billion
Agricultural growth rate 2.8% 34%
Agricultural Land 6.2 millionfedd. 8.2 millionfedd

(AN YIACER WS EEEEAEM (6) Agree on Benchmark
& Enter into an MOU

(8) Policy Reform

Action (decree/law. .etc) (5) jlegoliaie)Bepaipar

USAID/GOE Policy Makers

Process

(4) Draft Precise
Policy Benchmark

(9) Policy Implementation

(10) Monitor & Verify

Reform Implementation (3) study, Research,

Measure the Problem

(11) Performance Payment

(12) Assess - :

—
Economic Impact b

B4 (1) Problem Identification

USAID & —— I
m Other Donors 9=

Technical Assistance $56 million

Areas of Success: Examples

-Cotton marketing and processing
-Matching water supply and demand
-Agricultural information systems
-Cotton best management
-Agricultural associations
-Restocking the Nile with fish

-Water conservation (sugarcane and rice)




APRP Grant Disbursement for MALR (1996-2002)

Total amount of the grant utilized by MALR was LE 295 million
in the following areas

- Farmer Services: Marketing Information —Wadi El-Saida— Food

- Research:

- Extension:

- Genetic
Resources:

Pattern Study — Ag. Commodities Stabilization
Fund — Cottonseed Subsidy — Cotton Pest Control
—Weed Control

Improving Productivity of Potato, Linen & Sisal

Red Weevil Control —field Water and Soil
Management - Recycling of agriculture Waste
— Fruit Fly Control — Introduction of new
Varieties of Fruit Plants

Gene Bank — Genetic Engineering lab —
Conservation of Genetic Resources.

- Livestock & Fish Support Livestock Production in the New

Improvement

- Agricultura
Information
system:

- Egypt's
Contribution to
International
Development
Organizations:

Land through the central fund and
Expanding the Buffalo fattening project

Development of Ag Statistics— Cotton
and Whesat Forecast — Cost of Production
and Farm Income Estimates— Agricultural
Census

CGIAR

How to Apply for a Project
Project document based on:

>

>

>

Problem identification
God(9)

Where we are now? (benchmarks)
Where we want to be? by when?

Condrants

- Training:

Training New Graduates and Beneficiaries on using
Modern Technologies in Reclaiming and
Cultivating New Lands (Cairo University, Desert
Research Institute, American university)

- Development of  Training of Rural Women in New Lands on

Rural Women:

Environment:

- Increase
productivity of
Ag Crops:

Activities of Rura Development and Food
Processing — Motherhood and Childhood
upgrading in Rural Areas

Reuse of Drainage Water in afforestration
Improving Sugarcane Irrigation — Short-Duration

rice - Integrated Agr. Development in Upper-
Egypt

How to overcome congraints? (activities)

Impact assessment
Tools to measure impact

Verificaion of impact assessment

Budget & budget breakdown

Monthly reports
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HISTORY OF AGRICULTURAL POLICY REFORM IN EGYPT, 1982-2002
DR. MOHAMED A. SHERIF OMRAN

In the early 1980s, Egypt started a serious agricultura reform program.  The implementation of
agricultura policy reform program was designed to prepare the agriculturd sector for the trangition of
the Egyptian economy to afree-market sysem. The Minigiry of Agriculture and Land Reclamation
(MALR), with the support of USAID, designed two agricultural policy reform programs; the first
darted in 1987, and the second continued until 2002.

The firgt policy reform program was under the USAID-funded Agricultura Production and Credit
Project (APCP), which was implemented from 1987-1995. The policy reformcomponent of APCP
focused mainly onthe agricultura sector, with limited policy reformsin related areas, suchasfetilizer.

By the end of APCP, there was a need for a broader policy reform program to ded with the entire
agribusness sysem, which includes the agricultura sector and parts of other sectors. The second
policy reform program was designed to work with severd minigtriesin order to achieve a liberaized
agribusnesssystemin Egypt. Thiswasthe Agricultural Policy Reform Program (APRP), which started
in 1996 and continued until 2002.

Thus the policy reform process can be described in severd phases. They are the pre-reform era
(1982-1986), the first phase of reform (1987-1989), the second phase of reform (1990-1995), the
third phase of reform (1996-1999), and the fourth phase of reform (2000-2002). Indeed, reformis
a continuous and dynamic process, which should continue after the end of USAID projects.

Pre-Reform Era (1982-1986)

In the early 1980s, MALR started studying the impact of reducing credit and price subsidies on
agricultural production and consumer prices. Reducing credit and price subsidies was part of the
nationa policy for movingtoward aliberaized economy. Thesestudieswerekey first sepsinMALR's
preparation for leading the way ineconomic liberdization. These studies showed that efficiency would
increase after the decontrol of agricultura inputsand outputsin Egypt. Asaresult of these sudies, the
Government started step-by-step reductions of the subsidiesonsome agriculturad inputs, suchas animd
feed.

First Phase of Agricultural Policy Reform (1987-1989)

In the mid 1980s, the Government of Egypt began to promote the long-term gods of reform in the
agricultura sector and strengthen market-based incentives. Inthelate 1980s, the privatization concept
wasintroducedto reduce inefficiency in public sector management. The Government preferred to have
atrangtion period between the public sector and the private sector eras; thiswas begun by issuing a
new law to reorganize the public sector intowhat are called “holding companies.” Agriculturd markets
and cropping patterns were liberdized, except for those of cotton, rice, and sugarcane. During this
period, the Government retained its control over cottonand sugarcane production and marketing, but
ricewas patidly liberaized by reducing the Sze of the compulsory delivery quotaand by dlowingrice
producersto sall more of their output to private deders.
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Second Phase of Agricultural Policy Reform (1990-1995)

In the early 1990s, the Government of Egypt used privatization and liberdization as tools of resource
redllocation to achieve the goa of economic efficiency. In the agriculturad sector, rice production and
marketing were liberdized. PBDAC'sroleinagricultural input distribution and output procurement was
reduced. Theprivate sector Started itsinvolvement in agricultura input distribution with an eyetowards
full liberdization. 1t was very important to have a trangtion period while moving to the free market
system to avoid any hamful effects that might result from sudden liberdization. This was the
preparation for competition among the private sector, cooperatives, and public sector agricultural
companies in the agricultura input and output markets. By 1994, PBDAC was amost out of
agriculturd input digtribution. The cotton market was partidly liberdized by permitting private sector
traders to buy seed cotton from farmers, gin it, and sdll lint cotton to textile holding companies.
However, private sector firms could not export cotton.

Third Phase of Agricultural Policy Reform (1996-1999)

Inthe late 1990s, the Government of Egypt continued itspolicy reform programwithUSAID support.
The policy reformprogram covered five policy aress, they are: 1) price, markets, and trade; 2) private
investment and privatizationin agribusiness; 3) agricultura land and water resourceinvestment utilization
and sustainability; 4) agricultura sector support services, and 5) food security & poverty dleviation.

One of the main accomplishments of thereformsunder this phase wasto better matchwater supply and
demand. After giving farmers the right to choose their cropping pattern, the Government could no
longer estimate water demand based on its plan for crop production. Thus MALR implemented a
scientific and practicd method (farmers planting intentions survey) to estimate water demand. Then
the Ministry of Water Resourcesand Irrigation (MWRI) used thisinformation to calculateand relesse
the appropriate amount of irrigation water. The GOE introduced an Egyptian cotton logo. MALR
issued a decree prohibiting the use of child labor in agriculture, especidly in cotton fields, and
implemented a comprehensgive child labor public awareness campaign. It improved the agricultura
information system through more scientific data collection methods. Technica assstance and training
programs were provided to support the improvementsin the agricultura information system.

Fourth Phasethe Agricultural Policy Reform (2000-2002)

In the early 2000s, the Government of Egypt continued its policy reform program, focusng on three
policy areas. 1) agricultura land and water resource investment utilizetion and sudtainability; 2)
agricultural sector support services, and 3) food security and poverty dleviation. In this phase the
program helped in improving policies for water management. The program aso facilitated public
participation in decison-making regarding planning, development, and management of Egypt’ s water
resources. In addition a policy was developed to encourage the commercia production of crops
irrigated with wastewater, especidly trees.  Cotton testing by the Cotton Arbitration and Testing
Generd Organizationwasimproved, and the fiber quaity informationwas disseminated better. MALR
aso used improved fisheries to enhance employment, incomes and nutrition by restocking the Nilein

Upper Egypt.
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MAIN THRUSTS OF APRP
DR. ADEL MOSTAFA

Overview

. Background

. Main Thrusts of APRP

. Some Successful Benchmarks

. Benefits and Lessons Learned

Objectives

. Provide background, context for impact assessments

. Describe what reforms were attempted under APRP: its main thrusts

APRP Participants

. 5 ministries MALR, MWRI, MSHT, MEFT, and MPE

. Private sector

. RDI, EPIQ: Design and implementation of reforms (benchmarks)

. MVE: Verification of accomplishments, impact assessment USAID
APRP Reform Process

. Five annua tranches of benchmarks (1997-2001)

. 242 indicators (benchmarks, tranches| & 1)

Classifying Reforms

. By commodity

. By objective

Main Thrusts, by Commodity

. Cotton 51
. Seed 22
. Water Management Policy 18
. Rice 14
. Information 12
. Pest Control 11
. Ingtitutional Devel opment-Public 11
. Water Quality 10
. Research/Extension 10
. Horticulture 9
. Subsdies, Taxes 9
. Water 9
. Fertilizer 8
. Sugarcane 4
. Whesat 3
. Cooperatives 3
. Regulation 3
. Other 35
Total 242
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Main Thrusts, by Objective

Total

Regulation 34
Privatization/Private Investment 33
Liberdization - Marketing 24
Water Management Policy 22
Research/Extension 22
Trade and Tariffs 18
Ingtitutional Development - Private 14
Information 14
Ingtitutional Development - Public 11
Water Quality 10
Production 9
Liberdization - Pricing/Subsidies 8
Food Security 8
Farmer Cost Sharing 5
Government Services - Marketing 4
Cooperatives 3
Land 3
242

Details of Main Thrusts, by Commodity

Cotton

> Market liberdization in lint and yarn

> Privatization of gins and spinning companies

> Support for cotton logo devel opment

> HVI tegting of qudity and dissemination of results

Seed

> Faster, cheaper regidration, imports of new horticultura varieties, mostly vegetables
Water Management Policy

> Improved use of available water through more effective, decentralized management
Rice

> Consarvation of water through adoption of short-season high-yielding varieties

> Privatization of mills, and some market liberdization

Information

> Enhancement of scope of data collected and improvements in methods of collection
Cotton Pest Control

> Shift in GOE role to regulation, quality control

> Private sector to provide al goods, services

Water Quality

> Strategy development

> Egtablishment of policies

> Revison of basic law for drainage re-use
Resear ch/Extension
> New role for public extenson workers; introduction of private extenson services
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. Horticulture
> Allow private cold Storage in airports
> Coordinated inspections of imported refrigerated containers
> Renewd of planting materids
. Fertilizer
> Liberdization of digtribution
> Reduction of import tariff
> Privatization of production
. I ngtitutional Development-Private
> Support for advocacy councils and trade associations
> GOE technicd, financid support for development

. Sugarcane

> Plans, programs to enhance efficiency of irrigationwater useinproductionof sugarcane
. Wheat

> No price restrictions on commercid flour

> Reduce leskage of subsdized flour by mixing maize a mill

Some Successful Benchmarks

. Private sector entry into cotton marketing

. Privatization of cotton processing

. Crop-related water management, conservation
. Data collection, dissemination

. GOE withdraws from cotton pest management

. Promotion of private policy advocacy groups
. Restocking of the Nile with fish

Some L onger -Run Benefits of | mplementation

. Inter-ministry and inter-agency cooperation
. Building capacity Benchmarks Accomplished under APRP
. Supporting reform champions
. Changes in attitudes and approaches Level of Accomplishment Percont
Tranche | Exceeded and | Partial and | Accomplished
Accomplished | NoProgress or Exceeded
L essons L earned ] 60 12 83
. Rilot programs effective for testing policy I 22 7 76
1 20 8 71
re‘orms . o . % 26 1 70
. Significant reform possble within graduaist v 32 0 100
fra,neNork Total 160 38 81

. Need for focus to avoid spreading
implementation resources too thin
. Importance of information, andyss

21



METHODSFOR ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF APRP
DR. GARY ENDER

Context for Assessment

*  APRP. Complex palicy reform program
»  Large number of reforms
»  Reformsin many different policy areas
»  Different types of reforms

e Find compostion of reforms not known a beginning of program during design of impact

asessment

Principles of Impact Assessment
* Not posshbleto evauate every reform
»  Choose (or predict)

»  Mainthrusts

»  Most important types of progress

*  Importance of showing causdity for attribution of impact to APRP

Impact Assessment and Other Tasks
of MVE Unit

Policy Reforms | Effectsin Policy
(Benchmarks) Environment

Intermediate
Results Final Impacts

Verification Verification
Reports

Monitoring Monitoring Reports

PREeE® Causality

PE®® ®e®

Evaluation
(Impact
Assessment)

Impact Assessment
Reports

Principles of Impact Assessment

» Integrated gpproach: assessimpact of sets of reforms on key segments of agricultural economy
»  Impact on entire farm, not only one or two elements of production
»  Impact on entire subsector, not just one industry
»  Agriculture-SME andysislooks a “impact” in context of whole economy

Methods Used - Farm Level
 Compare

»  Quantative gatus

»  Opinions and awareness
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Methods Used - Farm Level
* Basdines

»  EIHS(IFPRI)

»  MVE Producer Survey 1997

»  CSPPfam surveys

»  New MALR farm income data
MVE endiine surveys

» Fam

»  Community

Methods Used - Subsectors
*  Most commodity-based policy reform in APRP at level of marketing system
e Caotton, rice, whest, fertilizer predicted as key commodities
*  Method designed for marketing system andlysis
»  Structure - Conduct - Performance
»  Basdine endline sudies
»  Update studies between basdline and endline (cotton, rice)

Methods Used - Cross-Cutting Studies
»  Desgned with hindsght about focus of APRP
* Topic: Indtitutiona Change
»  Changesin Roles of Public and Private Sector
»  Impact on Agricultura Information System
 Method
»  Project staff, reports describe earlier practices
» Interviews, analytica framework for process of policy reform

Methods Used - Additional Subsector

»  Designed with hindsight about focus of APRP

» Topic: Horticulture-related reforms

* Method
»  Qudlitative basdine available from project staff, reports
» Interviews and anaytica framework for competitiveness
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What isa Commodity Subsector ?

USING SUBSECTOR ANALYSISIN IMPACT ASSESSMENT
DR.JOHN HOLTZMAN

*  Food sysem: vertica & horizontd dimensons
»  Subsector: commodity-specific vertical cut
> Input supply
»  Production
»  Processing
» Trading
»  Consumption
Subsector Map
* Veticd cut
e Stagesof subsector
*  Demand drives subsectors & food system
o Alternative marketing channds

Coordinating agents, mechanisms
»  Channd captains. processors, wholesale traders, exporters

»  Mechanisms: contracts, markets, web stes

Rural Flour (33%)

82% Flour (42%)

72% Flour 25%)

[ Domestic Wheat Prody

ction | | Imported|

[Wheat

GASC

Private
Rural village & Public mills mills
farmer-owned mills (90%) (10%)

Raw flour consumedin
rural areas

82%flour, for baladi
bread

Public
mills
(40%)

|

Private
mills (60%)

72% flour, for bakeries,
confectioneries, manufacturers,

pasta.

/

Domestic consumers

APRP Subsector Studies

Cotton
Rice
Wheat
Fertilizer

Horticulture

Levelsof Policy Analysis
Macroeconomic policies. across sectors
Sectord leve policies: agriculture, industry
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Rice Subsector M ap, 1999/2000

‘yie PrOdUCQ‘

Seed 96,000

L osses 150,000

<]

1999 paddy crop
5.82 mmt prod.

1998 paddy crop carryover
amost nil;<5000)

5.58 mmt (cons. & sale)

2%

51% 4
o Paddy buyers
(>2,200) 3.0 mill. o
&% NI N0

Public millYESA || Commercial mills| | Village & coop mills| | Tractors mills
37) (300) (5,750+5mills) (2,200 mills)
Q=327,000 Q=16 mill. Q=1.357 mill. Q= 66,150

%
25%/ ZNNM% e

\1‘00% / 100%

Storage
107,000

Exports

Q=320,000

Urban consumption
Q=1.26mill.

Rural consumption

Q=159 mill.




e Sub-sectord leve policies
»  Specific to production & handling of one commodity or commodity group
»  Particular marketing congraints
»  Specid regulatory barriers

Analytical Framework:Structur e (Subsector)
* No. stages & channdls

*  Where does market power reside?

»  Degree of public/private control

»  Exchange arangements, inditutions

*  Risk-sharing arangements

* Inter-stage differences

Analytical Framework: Structure (Industry)
* No. & szeof buyers & sdlers

* Entry & exit conditions & barriers

*  Product characteristics

* Collective & advocacy organizations

*  Degree of verticd integration

Why Subsector -Specific Reforms

*  Agricultura commodity subsystems have different characteristics F&V vs. grains

*  APRP€fortsto improve commodity marketing systems (subsector focus)

*  APRP concentrated on second- and third-generation reforms, APCP generally more * sectoral”

Analytical Framework: Conduct (Subsector)
»  Effortsto shift control, rewards, risks

»  Coordination activities & problems

*  Inter-stage cooperation/conflict

* Information flows & didribution

* Responseto forcesfor change

Analytical Framework: Conduct (Industry)
*  Product postioning

*  Pricing Srategy

* Advertisng, promotion

e Risk management

Analytical Framework: Subsector Performance

*  Matching of supply & demand between stages

o Stability of output, prices, profits

» Technicd & operationd efficiency at each Sage & linking sages
*  Equity of returnsrelative to risks, investments

»  Accuracy, adequacy, equity of information

* Levd & typesof employment
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Subsector adaptability, responsiveness

Analytical Framework: Industry Performance

Technicd & operationd efficiency

Pricing efficiency

Product characteristics

Progressiveness (process & product)

International competitiveness

Quadlity, wholesomeness of agricultural products (fresh, processed)

Conventional Impact Assessment

Focuses on producer & consumer welfare
»  Farmer incomes & investments
»  Consumer budgets & food choices

Compardtive dtatics.
»  Wholoses?
»  Who benefits?

Prices and marketing margins

Subsector Analysis

Change over timeinthe S, C, P of subsector

Focuses on dynamics

»  Response to change: world demand, technology, exposure to best practices (GAP)

»  Market coordination (between stages)

Far more attention to participants other than producers & consumers (mkt. coordinating role)
»  Marketing agents

»  Processors

Réationships among Structure, Conduct, Performance

Structure affects performance: greater participation leads to workable competition

With entry/competition, incentive for firmsto diversify products & markets and innovate
Better market coordination leads to better matching of supply & demand (between stages)
Ability to anticipate & respond to change forces affects subsector’ s competitiveness

Subsector Analysis & APRP Impact Assessment

How do agribusinesses respond to policy change?

APRP focus on structura changes in subsectors:

»  Increase private sector participation

»  Assumed would lead to more competitive commodity markets
»  Private sector shares: key monitoring variables

Widl-targeted method to APRP focus
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SOCIOECONOMIC TRENDSIN RURAL AREAS, 1992-2000
DR. GLENN ROGERS

27



APRP WATER POLICY REFORMS:; IMPACT ASSESSMENT
ANDREW TCZAP

WPRP Overview

WPRP is a collaborative effort of USAID/MWRI/EPIQ TA Team
Implementation isjointly by WPAU/EPIQ TA Team

Overdght by WPRP Steering Committee

WPRP has achieved 100% accomplishment of all benchmarksin every tranche.

Objectives of WPRP

Improve MWRI knowledge and capabiilitiesto andlyze and formulaestrategies, policies, and plans
related to integrated water supply augmentation, conservationand utilization, and to the protection
of the Nile water quaity

Improve water dlocation and distribution management policiesfor conservation of water while
maintaining farm income

Recovery of capital cost of mesga improvements and to establish a policy for the recovery of
operation and maintenance cogt of the main system (Tranche 1)

Increased water user involvement in System operation and management

Introduce a decentraized planning and decison-making process a the irrigation didtrict level

Categories of Impact

Agriculturd production and irrigation efficiency (agricultural production per unit of weter)
Privati zation/participatory management (privete water users participation)
Water quantity management/decentrdization

Water qudity management
Ingtitutiond reforms

WPRP Policy Process

Creation of working groups

»  Focusad on specific problem

» Involvement of MIWR, EPIQ, WPAU, Other Minigtries involved (MALR, MOSEA,
MOHP)

Policy development

Filot projects

Wider implementation

Measuring | mpacts

Condraints

»  Short life of WPRP project

» Rdatively long processfor policy identification, pilot, and implementation
»  Limited evidence of nationd impacts

Solution

»  ldentify nationa impacts where possible

»  Focus on measurements of achievement
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Irrigation Efficiency (MWRI/MALR)
*  Short durétionrice
» Nationa application
»  Increase in metric tons per cubic meter of 25%
*  Improved irrigation on sugarcane
»  Pilot gpplied water saving of 15-20%
» Increased yield of 10 —25%
»  Increasesin equipment availability for pilot expansion

Privatization and Participatory Management
e Water User Associations
»  Non IIPWUAS (Currently by Ministry decree)
»  Fivepilot branch cands
* Irrigation Management Transfer
»  Four Filots
»  Policy adopted by MWRI

Public Participation

e Pilot for cand dleaning

* Postivereaults

»  Policy adoption by MWRI

Water Quantity
*  Maiching supply and demand (MWRI/MALR)
»  Processfor information exchange devel oped
»  Cdculation of water demand computerized
»  Applied to 3 million feddans
*  Volumetric water ddlivery
»  Cdibration of 166 Stes
»  Volumetric delivery on 53 Sites a Directorate and 43 at Didtrict levels
* Integrated Water Management Digtrict
»  All functions— Irrigation, Drainage, Mechanica, Groundwater
»  Volumetric control
»  Rlot implementation under way

Water Quality
* Intermediate drainage reuse
»  Policy adopted by MWRI
»  Allocation of MWRI fundsfor 20 gations
e Urban wastewater treatment
»  Joint MWRI, MALR, MOHP,MOE cooperation
» 11 Policies adopted by Ministry
»  Prioritized wastewater treatment investment on El Salaam cand
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e Environmenta Impact Assessments
»  Policy adopted to include EIA for dl MWRI projects in the future
* RevisedLaw 48
»  Joint effort of Minidtries
»  Revisons under review
Institutional Reform
e  Dramatic change in MWRI acceptance of policy reform
* Revisonof Law 12
»  Permits WUASs anywhere
»  Authorizes cogt sharing
»  Providesfor Irrigation Management Transfer
*  Edgablished Irrigation Advisory Service
*  Inter-Ministry communication and cooperation (MISD, Water Quality)
General Assessment
»  Lengthy process by its nature
*  Demondtrated impacts
» Rice
»  Matching Irrigation Supply and Demand
» lrrigation Advisory Service
»  Improved cooperation among Minigtries
»  Sonificant Beginnings
»  Urban wastewater management policies
»  lrrigation Management Transfer
»  Integrated Water Management Didtrict
»  Environmenta Impact Assessments
»  Improved irrigation of sugarcane
e Important Achievements
» Revisonsof Law 12 and Law 48
» Intermediate drainage reuse
»  Egablishment of BCWUAS
*  Remaining chdlenges
»  Urban wastewater trestment
»  Adoption of Revisonsof Law 12 and Law 48
»  Cog sharing and/or privatization programs
»  Implement wastewater treatment policies
»  Fully integrated, demand driven irrigation system based on volumetric releases

Final Comment
*  New attitudesin MWRI
»  Conddering Irrigation Management Transfer
» Looking a cost sharing
»  Integrating MWRI functions at a decentraized level
»  Cooperation with other Minigtries
* Role of WPRP in encouraging those changes
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THE IMPACT OF POLICY REFORM ON THE COTTON/TEXTILE SUBSECTOR
DR. ADEL MOSTAFA AND DR.JOHN S . HOLTZMAN

Overview of Presentation

*  APCP accomplishments. start of liberdization
*  APRP benchmarks on cotton

e APRPimplementation activities

*  APRP accomplishments

*  Policy recommendations

APCP Benchmarks

*  Farmersfreeto plant

*  Farmers get higher percentage of world price. Large cotton area & prod. at start of APRP
* Famersfreeto sl to any buyer

» Tradersableto buy a any venue; pay any price

» Traders ableto choose gins

*  Private sector free to export

First Two Yearsof Liberalization (end of APCP)

*  1994/95: coops dominated cotton assembly, 87%; private sector delivered 38% to gins

e 1995/96: PBDAC rings set up; coop share drops to 17%; private sector delivered 58% to gins
» 147 companies registered to trade seed cotton

* ALCOTEXA: private sector joins & exports

* APRPIlad groundwork for later (APRP) reforms

Situation in 1996/97 (start of APRP)
e Seed cotton prices > cotton lint export prices
*  Public trading companies bought crop
»  Accumulated debts
»  Dominated exports
e Ginning privatization: 2 completed
»  Textile company privatization underway (3)
»  Public spinners dominate textile industry; limited private investment

Cotton/Textile Subsector Benchmarks

*  Market liberdization (6)

e Privatization (12)

* Yantaiffs& export pricing (5)

*  Phyto-sanitary requirements for lint imports (4)
»  Short-season, short-staple varieties (4)

e Pest management (5)

Cotton Benchmarks. Support Ingtitutions & Services

* Research & extenson (5)
*  Maket information (7)
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Agriculturd Commodity Associations (5)
54 benchmarks with some relationship to cottonvtextile subsector

APRP Implementation Activities

Cotton pricing: deficiency payment mechanism
Anayzed way to decrease marketing costs:

»  Himinate fafarain Alex

» UD baepressng & gins

L obbied for increased participation in marketing
Lobbied for varietal map based on demand (and appropriate pricing of export varieties)
Promoted exports. pricing, grading, HV1 testing, logo
Strengthened market information

Improved yield forecasting (& area estimates)
Developed dterndtive privatization methods

» Leasng guiddines

»  Management contracts

APRP Success: Collaboration with CSPP/GTZ

APRP — marketing reform, policy, trade, privatization, private investment promotion
APRP worked across minigtries at policy level

CSPP - focuses on technical areasin production

Collaborative sudies:

»  Caotton grading/quality

»  Maket liberdization

»  Varietd map; cotton logo

APRP Success. Better Under-standing of Marketing System

Empiricd information generated by sample surveys.
»  Producers

»  Traders

»  Spinners

Periodic informa interviews

Andysis of textile industry costs & competitiveness

APRP Challenged Conventional Wisdom

Questioned unchalenged assumptions

Stimulated a condructive didogue

Served as aneutra broker; saw the big picture

Who will do thiswhen project is over ?

Current subsector strategy exercise: High Cotton Council & CSPP

APRP Success; Cotton Market Liberalization

Economic andysis supported market reform
Strengthened public discussion of key issues
Supported right of private sector to set up private rings (key Tranche V benchmark)

32



Strengthened private sector exporters

»  Advocacy

»  Understanding of world markets

»  Technology adoption: better cleaning, less contamination, UD baes

Exogenous Factors Contributed to Cotton Market Liberalization

APRP important, but not due al credit

Private sector got stronger & developed voice

Private exporters control ALCOTEXA (2001)

LE devauation, 2000/01 & 2001/02: competitive advantage to private exporters
»  Seed cotton prices decrease in LE terms

»  Pricelint exports below ALCOTEXA minimum export prices

APRP Success: |mproving Cotton Market Information

APRP source of market information & andyss
» Avaladetodl

»  Neutra broker role

CATGO bulletins, web site (HVI data)

Supported MALR/EAS to obtain intl. market information & improve cotton yield forecasting

Encouraged ALCOTEXA to price exports with reference to competing growths

Sustainability of Market Information | mprovements

MALR economic andyss: limited cgpability
MALR dissemination not wide or timely enough
» Area& production forecasts, estimates

»  Situation & outlook reports

Post-APRP, who maintains, updates web sites?
CATGO reports, but not web site

APRP Success. Lint Imports Facilitated & Increase

5 benchmarksin Tranches| to Il

Consolidate, clarify MALR/CAPQ rules

Imports expanded in 1999/00 & beyond: Provided Egyptian spinners with cheaper lint
Makes hirsutum introduction unnecessary

APRP & Privatization of Public Textile Companies

Developed dtrategies to reduce inventory & debt

Developed privatization guiddines, served as honest broker & facilitator
Actud results disappointing

Privatization stalled by 1999

But some private investment in spinning

Private spinning successes. Alex S&W, Unirab, DIP

General Lessons of Cotton Policy Reform

Subsector drategy: difficult to reach consensus
Pursue more than one tactic to reach objective
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Even if benchmark not accomplished, not necessarily failed:

*  Reformulate benchmark & submit later

«  Shift to implementation activity for atranche

*  Rentroduce later after building behind scenes consensus

Simply getting an issue on the policy agenda can be key:

» Initid rgjection (time not ripe; lack support of 5. GOE officia

»  Provide sound analysis to technocrats & private sector, who can useit to push reform

APRP Era Accomplishments

Seed cotton prices aligned with world prices

Private sector shares:

»  Seed cotton buying: 15% (‘98) to 44% (‘ 00)

»  HSU share 26% (2000) and 21% (2001)

»  Ginning: 0% (1995) to 33-42% (1997-2001)

»  Exports: 27-28% (1998, 1999), 50% (2000), 70% (2001/02)
»  Yarnoutput: 22% (1996); 44% (2000)

Recent Marketing Seasons. Threatsto Liberalization

Cotton Marketing Supervisory Committee

»  Allocated PBDAC rings & st rules

»  Limit private participation in 2000/01

HE Youssef Wadlly & Y oussef Boutros Ghaly announce private sector free to buy within/outside
rings

Outcome: highest private participation under APRP

Increased transparency in implementation of cotton marketing decrees
ALCOTEXA controlled by private sector as of Jan. 2001

2001/02: st minimum export prices high

Private exporters responded by deeply discounting prices

>70% shipments by private exporters as of early May

Two firms export > 50% of total shipments

Large Carryover Stocks

Back to excess supply part of cycle; 3.5 mlk

Someone must bear storage & finance costs

Represents misalocation of resources

»  Overproduction & inappropriate pricing of certain varieties (varietd map, ALCOTEXA
prices)

»  Limited domestic demand for ELS, LS

»  Poor international mktg? Contamination?

»  Limited world demand for ELS, LS ?

Recommendations. Exports

Reduce carryover (overhangs world market)
Monitor increased concentration in lint exports
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* Rulesfor $to £ converson should be samefor al exporters
*  ALCOTEXA export prices indicative, not mini-mum (and binding)

Recommend Increase Industry Input into Varietal Map

*  Problem of carryover stocks linked to varieties planted & their pricing

» Little (private) indudtry input

*  Recommendations
»  Broader representation on variety committee
» Reguired presentation of proposed plan for next year to broad audience
»  Allow sufficient time to modify the plan

Recommendations: Seed Multiplication & Buying
»  Objective: lower seed requirements & area
*  Huge area dlocated to seed production
e HSU bought 26% (2000) & 21% (2001) of crop
*  Recommend return to old system, where:

»  Seed sdected by MALR infidd

»  Tracked to gins& in ginning process

»  Multiple buyers ddiver seed to many gins

Recommendation: Strengthen Cotton Traders Committee

»  Committee for registered seed cotton traders

*  APRP has not worked with Committee

*  Wesk as an advocacy organization

»  Heped alocate PBDAC rings before 2000

*  Excluded in 2000 or 2001

*  Needsto participate in key implementation decisions about annua cotton marketing decree

Recommendations. Pricing
*  Set producer floor prices lower for seed cotton
e Change minimum export pricesto indicative prices
e Spinning indusry:
»  Encourage chegper lint imports
»  Abandon two-tier pricing of Egyptian lint to domestic spinners

Recommendation: Privatize Cotton Trading Companies

*  Private sector cannot buy al seed cotton

»  Public trading companies needed in trangtion to private sector-led system
»  Privatize one cotton trading company per year

* Retain 1-2 public companies as buyers of last resort

I mproving Productivity

e Fund assessment of cotton breeding program
»  Complement fine CSPP work on cotton agronomy, extension, pest management
»  Quedtions
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¢+  Why are cotton yields so low?
¢ How improve them rapidly?
¢+  What can Egypt learn from other breeding programs?

Next Five Years. if Policies Don’t Change

e Largecaryover

* Lagecrops big public trading & ginning shares

»  Public trading companies. higher stocks & losses

»  Public trader export shares remain modest

»  Public spinners. decreased use of E. cotton

»  Public sector bank financing may shrink for public trading & spinning companies

Summary of Main APRP Accomplishments

*  Improved economic andyss & policy didogue

*  Increased trangparency in GOE decision-making
»  Greater market liberdization

* Increased private sector market shares

» Fadlitated lint imports

*  Heped promote lint exports

*  Heped improve market information

Summary of Main Recommendations: Policy

»  Vaied map: open debate; include industry

»  Gresater rolefor Cotton Traders

*  Lower areato seed; reduced role for HSU

*  Revive privatization: trading, ginning, Spinning

*  Remove minimum lint export prices

*  Abandon discriminatory lint pricing to spinners
*  Promote Egyptian lint & yan
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THE IMPACT OF APRP ON THE WHEAT SUBSECTOR

ROGER POULIN AND DR. ABLA ABDEL-LATIF

Overview
*  APRP Benchmarks
e Structure of the Wheat Subsector

»  Changesin subsector structure, conduct and performance

¢  Recommendations

APRP Benchmarks

»  Two benchmarks related to private sector participation

»  Eight benchmarks related to the food subsidy program

»  Thebasdine study: structure, conduct, performance (1997)
»  Thisstudy looks at the changes and assesses the impact of the APRP whest benchmarks

OVERVIEW OF THE STRUCTURE
Subsector Has Three Distinct Markets

~ ! N

82% baladiflour 72% flour Therural market

*Subsidized Wheat *All wheat *Wheat grown and

Flour products milled for rural
other than consumption
baladi and
rural

Overview of the Structure

e Subsector is dominated by the baladi flour market

Rural Flour (33%)

82% Flour (42%)

72% Flour 25%)

| Domestic Wheat Prodution || Imported|Wheat |
GASC
- Public
Private Pri
Rurd village & Public mills mills mills
farmer-owned mills (90%) (10%) (40%) J

Raw flour consumedin
rural areas

82%flour, for baladi
bread

l

72% flour, for bakeries,
confectioneries, manufacturers,

p

Domestic consumers

» 8% bdadi flour ™ Totad government control

»  72%flour &
rural market
on bdadi flour
* Redrictionson 72% and rurd markets
»  Fixed producer price for whest

=  Unregulated but
congtrained by controls

»  72% flour mills prohibited from using domestic wheet
»  Unsubsdized whest flour can only be 72% extraction
»  Mills can produce 82% or 72% flour, but not both
*  Reault: complete separation of the 3 markets
*  Important exception: leakage of flour from subsidized to unsubsidized market (30 to 45%)

Changesin Structure
o 82% flour milling:
»  Converson of sone millsto cylinder

»  Increased use of wheat-maize mix in baladi flour
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Maize Flour Production: April
2002

Production of Wheat-M aize
Compound Flour

e Stage 1: Maize flour production
e Stage 2: Wheat-maize flour mixing

/
] b
[ | |

e

Maize Flour Production: April 2002
* Public
»  95% of totd production
»  Primaily gonemills
»  2millsout of 33 actudly mix maize & whest flour ingde mill
»  Mixing only in moden mills
* Private
» 5% of total production
»  Primarily new cylinder mills
> All 6 mills mix wheat and maize flour ingde mill
»  Mixingin dl millsirrepective of leve technology

Maize Flour Production: April 2002
*  Important conclusons:
»  Public milling companies have no tendency to mix wheat & maize flours except in modern
mills
»  Full redization of wheat-maize mixing target nationwide is tightly linked to, if not conditiona
upon, full converson of sone millsto cylinder or disk mills

Changesin Structure Milling Capacity for 72% Flour in
s 7% flour milling: the Public and Private Sectors
» Lage increase in private sector milling (million tons)
capacity
»  Inditutional changesinpublicsector milling || 4,
4.0 1997
2.0 I @ 2001
0.0 T T
Public Private Total
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Distribution of Productive Capacity between Public & Private Sectors

Public Private
1997 71% 29%
2001 39% 61%
SUBSECTOR CONDUCT

e How have firms responded to the centrally-
planned situation in the wheat subsector and
the changes that have occurred since 19977

: l \

Public sector:  Private Mills Rural Sector
GASC, mills
& bakeries

GASC - Part of MSHT

*  Reduced ddiveries of baadi flour from 4.7 million tonsin1997 to 4.2 million tonsin 2001

*  Increased purchases of domestic wheat from 1 million tonsin 1997 to 2 million tonsin 2001
*  Reduced whest imports from 4.8 million tonsin 1997 to1.7 million tonsin 2001

Public Sector Milling Companies - Driven by Gover nment Decisions

»  Upgrading their sone mills for 82% flour, despite negative returns on investment
*  Continuing to accept milling fees that are increasingly below cost

»  For 72% flour, trying to compete on quality but competing mostly on price

Baladi Bakeries - Reacting to Government Controls

* Increased leakage due to increased losses

* Increased incentivesto leak due to the currency devauation
* New “specid” baladi bakeries

Private Sector Mills- Market Driven

* Investing heavily in 72% flour capacity

* Invedting in product differentiation equipment and storage

e Competing on quality, customer service

*  Not upgrading thar stone millsfor 82% flour; lowmillingmargin excludesthemfromany sgnificant
rolein the baladi flour market

Rural Sector - Constrained Market

* Farmers are choosing to sdll increasing percentage of their wheet production to GASC

e Combined with reduced ddiveries of baadi flour to rurd aress, this implies declining wheat
consumption for rurd households
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Wheat Production and Deliveries White Maize Production and
to Gasc, by Region (000 tons) Deliveriesto GASC (000 Tons)

1997 2001 1997 2001
Region . . . .
Production | Deiveries % Production Ddiveies | %
*

Region Production| Dediveries | Production| Deliveries

Quant. | Quant 9%** | Quant. | Quent | %**
: : Lower Egypt 3,017 B8 33 3417 3289( 96
L.Egypt 2900( 4925 170 3,300{ 1,265| 383 MiddeEgypt 1,768 502 28 1,848 64.4| 35
M. Egypt 1300| 4274 29 1400| 633| 452 Upper Egypt 841 388 46 70 1084 139
U. Egypt 1000 60.2 60 1,100 88| 80
New Lands 600 R 500l 27| 54 Totd 5,626 1880 33 6,046 501.7| 8.3
Totd 5800 9801 169 6,300 2,013 320

Subsector Performance

*  Four Criteria Efficient Use of Resources
»  Efficient use of resources Investments by private sector in 72% milling

»  Profitability First wave: 1997, 1998 Efficient
»  Ability to cope with shocks Second wave: starting from 1999—it depends

»  Maket efficiency

GRS
Efficient Use of Resour ces
*  Public Sector isinvesting in 82% flour milling

despite negative returns

* According to MSHT sources, leakage of

subsidized flour to the unsubsidized market isincreasing
*  GASC decisonsto import whest are not based on world prices compared to domestic prices
*  Millsproducing 72% flour cannot buy their wheet from the least expensive source

Profitability
*  Public
»  Increasing lossesin 82%
»  Smdl postive profitsin 72%
»  Additiond Profits from other activities
»  Smadl profits on the overd|??
* Private
»  Wecan'ttdl on 72%
»  Podtive profits on 82% stone mills
»  Negdtive profits on 82% cylinder mills
»  Village mills are continuing to struggle

Ability to Cope with Shocks
«  Externa shock: devauation of LE, dollar shortage —> LE whest price for 72% flour increasing
*  Coping with shock:

40



Public GA Private

Recelving help from HC Not purchasing more Prevented by government policy
on the basis of socidl domestic whesat from purchasing domedtic
responghility whest instead of importing

Reaction to shock congtrained by Gov. policies

Market Efficiency

The 82% flour production marketing chain is not subject to any market forces
Farmers are virtudly isolated from al wheat market forces outside of rurd areas
Markets are functioning best for 72% flour, but with sgnificant distortions

Impact of APRP Benchmarks

Increased wheet-maize flour mixing a the mills and consequent reductionsin leskage
The other benchmarks were al met, but they did not lead to any significant changes in subsector
sructure, conduct or performance.

Summary of Findings

Didribution of subsdized flour continues to decline, mainly in rurd aress

Leskage of subsdized flour is increesing; progress in implementing the wheet-maize mixing
program has been dow

Whegt consumption in rurd areas declining

Whest gap has declined by 1 million tons

Production capacity for 72% flour has increased by 91 percent; 50% excess capacity despite
increased consumption

Private sector share of total production capacity increased from 19% to 37%

Growing losses in 82% flour milling thregten viability of the flour subsidy program

Entire milling industry adversdly affected by excessive government controls and interference
Keeping the three wheat markets separate reduces the efficiency of resourceallocationthroughout
the entire subsector

Recommendations

Full and expeditious implementation of the wheet-maize mix

Allow public milling companies to use private services

Reduce ambiguity and haphazardness in government policy vis a vis the public sector milling
companies

Improve the whest flour subsidy program and redefine socid respongbility of public firms
Regtrict public milling companies to production of subsidized flour

Take measures to bring subsdized flour milling feesin line with actua cost
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THE IMPACT OF POLICY REFORM ON THE RICE SUBSECTOR
DR.JOHN HOLTZMAN AND DR. ABDEL RAHIM ISMAIL

Overview of Presentation

* Review of APCP palicy reforms

»  Summarize sdected findings of basdline study

*  APRP Review: policy issues, benchmarks, implementation activities/successes, changes
*  Ricemilling industry changes

e Lesonsof liberdization & privatization

»  Policy recommendetions

e Summary of mgor APRP impacts

APCP Policy Reforms of Early 1990s

»  Crop areacontrols removed

*  Mandatory rice ddiveries abolished

* Paddy & rice prices were freed to vary

»  Publicrice mills no longer guaranteed paddy
*  Private sector dlowed to trade, mill & export

Subsector Baseline Study Findings

* Ricearea& production increased steadily from 1980s

»  Short-season varieties were beginning to replace long-season varieties by mid-1990s
*  Rice consumption increased between 1990/91 & 1997, especidly in Upper Egypt

Area Cropped to Rice, Cotton & Maizein - P
the Rice Producing Governorates 1990- | | | %
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Marketing & Trade Policy Issuesof Early APRP
*  Market liberdization (2)
e Privatization (4): how, when, which method, what cost?
»  Would public millers receive advantages?
»  Preferential accessto credit
»  Continue to lose money
e Import tariff onrice (2)
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What was Achieved?

Domestic rice trade liberalized by 1996/97
Exports higher in 1990s than in 1980s
Massve private sector invesment in rice mills,
1995-98

8 public milling companies privatized as ESAs
Tariff not reduced. Domestic protection high

Changesduring APRP: Area Cultivated

Predicted: Paddy area & output decline from
1997

Actud: Increased area & output in 1999, 2000
& 2002 (?)

Recent varigbility in rice area, as producers
substituted ricefor cottor/maize following years
of high rice prices

Changes during APRP: Rice Exports

Predicted in Basdine domedic rice
consumption increases, surplus export declines
Consumption partly a function of crop sze &
low paddy prices

Actud: Exports trend upward, but variable
Exports surged in 2000/01 (to 755,000 mt);
some diversfication

Changes during APRP: Rice Imports

Water and Support Service Policy | ssues of APRP

Predicted in Basdline Taiff reduction & greater
imports

Actud: Tariffs unchanged, so limited imports
Large imports during 1998/99 rice “criss’

» Riceprices surged in spring 1999

Real Net Revenue (LE/ feddan) for Major

Summer Crops, 1980-2000

Rice Exports, 1993/94 to

2001/02
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»  Chinese medium-grain rice imported. Not well accepted. Some re-exports

»  Importsvirtudly nil snce

Rationdization of water use on rice & policy dilemma

»  Rice as comptitive export crop

» Riceasaningficient user of water
Need for better advocacy organizations.

»  Which one? Where (indtitutionaly)?
»  How to organize & finance?

» Policy agenda
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Benchmarksin Support of Rice Subsector

Water savingsin rice cultivation (4)

Reducing mismatch of irrigetion ddliveries (1)
Water management (1)

Research & extension (5)

Improving market information (6)
Strengthening commodity associations (4)

APRP Success. Coordination of Short-Season Variety Planting

Short-season varieties introduced in 1995

APRP worked with MALR & MWRI

Benchmarks & implementation activities:

»  Improvetiming & efficiency of water distribution

»  Coordinate SSV planting & water delivery along particular irrigation cands
13% edtimated water savings

APRP Success: ACC Rice Subcommittee Advocacy

Sgnificant membership

SKill in advocacy. Accessto MFT

Rice export success: 755,000 mt in 2000/01: some new markets, regained “lost” markets
Exporters are the mogt influentid members & advocates

Consdering ways to stabilize paddy prices

Changes during APRP: Advocacy Capacity & Utilization of Rice Mills,
Predicted: Rice Federation created to 1998/99
supersede Rice Branch of Cereals Chamber
Actud: Rice Federation not legdly approved Cennine] commeraial [
Rice Subcommittee of ACC became industry Mits
. . No. Mills 37 250-300 2500-3000
VOICe’ d0m| nataj by la-ge exportas Capacity (mmt/yr.) 1.6 3 2.8
Rice Branch of the Cereals Chamber (EF|) Capacity (%) 21% 39% 36%
rq)rmts ml”a.s Actual Milling (mmt/yr.) 0.1 2.1 1.7
. L. A . Utilization (%) 6% 70% 63%
New Rice Association in Alexandria Share Exports (%) 30% 0%

Key Developments in Rice Milling Industry

during 1990s

APCP: paddy trade liberdized, competitive

Public sector mill purchases & throughput declined significantly by 1993/94
Huge investment in private mills, 1995-1998

Most paddy (96%) milled by commercid mills & smal village mills by 1998/99

Public Milling Company Privatization

Public mills offered for sdein 1997, 4-5 years after Sart of rice market liberaization
Private investment in commercia mills dready underway. No priv. sector interest
ESA privatizationsin 1998/99:

» 7 of 8companies (1 later)



»  Employee Stakeholder Assoc.: “own” 90%

APRP Support to ESA Rice Mills
* RDI organized & ran training workshops:
»  ESA concept: employee rights & responsbilities
»  Corporate governance
»  Organizationd development
ESA Millsunder Control of Food Industries Holding Comp.
*  Weekly meetings at HC headquarters, Cairo
*  HC hasmgority of seats on ESA boards
*  FIHC guarantees finance (public bank loans)
*  FIHC brokers government-to-government export dealsLibya& Syria
*  FIHC retains former public company managers
» Littleinnovative thinking or new directions

ESA Mill Sustainability
e Only 2-3 of 8 ESA mills could survive on own:
»  Mogt ESA mills perform poorly
»  Obtaining finance would be difficult
»  Only 2 ESA mills pay ingdlments
* Do ESA rice mills compete fairly, and on an equa basis, with private mills?

Changesin Milling Industry Structure
»  Structure -- modest changes since 1997/98:
»  Continued entry
» Sl excess cgpecity in milling
*  Successful early investments encouraged too much later investment
o Commercid mill closures (27% of 1998 sample)

Milling Industry Conduct & Performance
*  Ricemilling very competitive
*  Milling returns depend heavily on cagpacity utilization(under-utilized mills dlose)
*  Examplesof industry innovation:
»  Cheaper Chinese equipment guarantees a quick return on investment
»  Sortex unitsimprove milled rice qudity
»  Improvementsin packing (retail packs)

Changesin Subsector Performance

»  Paddy trade competitive

»  Reports of hoarding: true or exaggerated ?

»  Higher yidds, some milling/quaity problems

* Large areas planted to paddy in 1999, 2000

e Output and price volatility snce 1998

»  Export record in 2000/01, with subsidies

*  Some exporterstarget higher value market niches (supermarkets, other retail outlets)
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Impacts of Rice Liberalization

o Paddy market liberdization decisve & rapid

»  When pricesfreed, rice profitability increased steadily; farmers shifted from cotton to rice
*  Uneven pace & extent of liberalization across subsectors (rice & cotton) during 1990s

»  Public millslogt market share once paddy deiveries no longer compulsory

*  Rice marketing coops stopped buying

Lessons of Rice Liberalization & Privatization
* Privaization late, so few bids. Privatization should follow liberaization within 2 years
*  Private sector response; invested in commer-cial mills: 88in1995 & ‘96 & 481in 1997 & ‘98
e  Private sector increased export mkt. share
*  Highimport barriers
»  Protect domegtic producers & mills
» Ledto over-planting, over-investment

Policy Recommendations
* Riceproductionis highly profitable for farmers, but uses alot of water
»  Pricing water would lower its profitability
»  Some farmers would shift to cotton
*  Adminidrative controls on areaplanted do not work & never enforced
* Ricetaiff should be lowered or removed
»  Drop subgdies (if cannot sustain); expectation can be potentialy de-stabilizing (2001/02)

Key Policy Issuefor 2002/03: Reduce Rice Price Volatility
*  ACC Rice Subcommittee meeting, April 2002
*  Proposed new role for Rice Marketing Coops in assembling paddy crop
* New role for PBDAC: finance, storage ?
*  Would substituting coops for paddy traders:
»  Foster competition ?
»  Increase employment ?
»  Lower paddy marketing costs ?

Major Impacts of APRP
*  Created awareness of (coming) water scarcity
e Convinced dl parties of the need to better balance water supply & demand
»  Strengthened capacity of MALR/MWRI to manage & coordinate water distribution
*  Support to ACC; strong Rice Subcommittee
»  Strengthened management of ESA rice mills
*  APRPwork on cotton market liberdization:
»  Redressed uneven rates & extent of liberdization inrice & cotton subsectors
»  Helped make cotton cultivation more attractive to farmers (2001 & 2002)
»  Complete cotton market reform to avoid:
»  Excess area planted to paddy
» Re-emergence of large rice surpluses that require subsidies for disposal
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FERTILIZER PRODUCTION AND MARKETING IN EGYPT
DR. ABDEL-HAMID Y. SAAD

Brief History
* Before1991
»  Monopoly of PBDAC
»  No private traders
e 1991-1994
»  Declining role of PBDAC to 10% in 1994
»  Increased number and role of private traders, 6,000 and 70%
»  Cooperatives 20%
* 1995Crisis
»  Breakdownsin Takhafactory
»  Repairs& maintenance in Abou Qir factory
»  Increased exports
»  Shortage in the domestic markets
»  Domestic prices doubled
»  Private traders were blamed for that increase
»  1.25 million tons were imported duty free
»  PBDAC re-monopolized trading

APRP Role
* Tranchel

» |.B.1. Reduce the tariff on nitrogen fertilizers

» |.B.2 Review ex-factory prices and set them in light of border prices
* Tranchell

»  Fetilizer factories sl fertilizers without quotas for any group

Subsector Structure:
Production
Percentage of N. Fertilizer/company
Company 1995/96 2000/2001
1. Abou Qir 51.7 65.2
2. Talkha 37.9 5.1
3. El-Delta 24.2
4. EI-Cook 1.6 0.2
5. Qima 8.8 5.3
Total (000 tons) 6747.3 8380.3
Total % 100 100

Public and Private Shares

* Before 1996, N. and Ph. fertilizer factories were al public, no existence for the private sector
e By 2002, al Ph. factories are private (100%)

* By 2002, 75% of N. factories are private

47



Structure:

Distribution

Quotas for Allocation of N. Fertilizers
Year Domestic Sales* PBDAC |COOPS |Private
1995/96 6529 89 2 6
1996/97 6484 59 19 21
1997/98 5428 20 21 54
1998/99 5975 9 15 75
1999/20 6386 9 13 77
2000/2001 6980 11 19 69
Feb. 2002 N.A. 30 25 50

Mar-02 N.A. 50 20 30

Impact of Recent Policy Changes

»  Great disturbance to the relative stability of the market that existed in the last few years

o Great losses for private traders who have high fixed and operationa costs to handle 70%of
fertilizer

»  Some traders will reduce employment to reduce codts, thus increasing unemployment

Conduct

*  Production and pricing policies

» Didribution policies

*  Compstition in production(5 companies)

e Compstition in distribution (6,000 traders)

Performance Performance
. . Prices Paid By Farmers tor N. Fertilizers®

X FaCtory Pricesfor N. Fertilizers Location Urea 465 %  A. Nitrate 33.5 %
(LETon Menoufia -Coop 525 (A.Q) 458

Abou Oir Co. : 1995/96 | 1996/97 | 1997/98 | 1998/99 | 1999/20 | 2000/2001 Menoufia - Ag. Coop 480 (Talkha) 510
Uread6.5% 450 | 495 | 495 | 495 | 495 450 Menoufia - Private (A-Q) 580 (A.Q) 500

Ammonium Nitrate35% | 375 [ 300 | 309 | 399 | 399 3% Menoufia - Private (Talkha) 560 (Talkha)  50C
|Talkha Ca: Menoufia - Private 550 500
Uread6.5% 450 | 450 495 | 495 | 410 420 Menoufia - Private (Talkha) 560 (A.Q.) 505
Ammonium Nitrate 35% 350 380 380 | 380 | 365 365 Menoufia - PBDAC Suez 545
Ammonium Sulfate206% | 360 | 360 | 360 | 360 | 205 340 Dakahlia - PBDAC (A.Q.) 532 (AQ) 532

Nitrolin 33.5% 380 | 399 | 399 | 399 | 375 380 Dakahlia - PBDAC __ |(Talkha) 503 (lalkha) 454
IQima Co: Dakahlia - Coops (A.Q) 532 (A.Q) 470
Ammonium Nitr ae33.5% 385 385 410 410 365 385 Tahrir -Private 550 510

*LE/Ton  as of third week of May 2002

Perfor mance

Domestic and World Prices for Urea

Year Domestic Price World Price NPC
1995 450 716 0.63
1996 495 670 0.74
1997 495 467 1.06
1998 495 352 1.41
1999 450 291 1.55
2000 450 484 0.93
2001 450 985 0.46
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APRP Impact

*  Prepared benchmarks to increase the role of the private sector and increase competition

*  Conducted severad meetings with producers and distributors to harmonize the functioning of the
subsector

Recommendations
»  Accurate and objective market information (collection, andysis and dissemination) is a necessity
for sable and effective agriculturd policy

*  Domedtic prices should be adjusted periodicaly with world prices
* PBDAC should be responsible for strategic storage, not to trade in fertilizers
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APRP IMPACTSON EGYPT'SHORTICULTURAL EXPORTS
JOHN E. LAMB
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THE ROLESOF THE PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTORSIN EGYPTIAN
AGRICULTURE: CHANGESPROMOTED BY APRP
DR. DERICK W. BRINKERHOFF, DR. NABIL HABASHI,
DR. ADEL MOSTAFA, AND DR. JOHN HOLTZMAN

Objectives of the Impact Study

»  Trace the impacts of APRP assstance in changing the roles of the public & private sectors in
agriculture.

»  Draw lessons & conclusions for policy reform programs.

I mpact Assessment Categories

»  Ddegation of functions to the private sector.

»  Capacity-building of the public and private sectors.
*  Private-sector participation in policy.

Selected APRP Benchmarks

»  Government withdrawa from cotton pest management.

* Promotion of, & cooperation with, trade associations.

»  Provison of horticulture export support services.

»  Expanded rolefor agricultura cooperatives.

*  Increased government cgpacity in information provison & dissemination.
*  Private-sector participation in policy didogue & decison-making.

Policy Implementation
»  Policy reform is more than decrees, laws, & regulations.
»  Technicd content, plus how to bring about change.

APRP Roles

»  Both technicd & process expertise.

*  Neutrd broker.

»  Policy interlocutor (design).

*  Reform implementation support sirategy.
* Leveraging resources & impacts.

Delegation: Cotton Pest M anagement

* Before MALR madedl decisonsfor farmers.

e Legd & regulatory changes.

»  Paticipatory reform strategy devel opment.

* Pilot tests Dagahleya, Menofeya, Beheira, Kafr El Sheikh.

*  New regidration regulations, manud.

e Traning program: EATSAP, Crop Life Egypt, farmers, MALR gaff.
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Delegation: Horticulture Export Support Services, Research & Extension

Before: top-down, weak feedback betweenresearchers& farmers, low qudity extenson, budget
pressures.

Assessment & strategy to focus on export horticulture.

Traning extenson agents, establishing contract farming, improving packing & trangport
infrastructure, govt-private sector cooperation.

Filot test: Ismaileya - partening with HEIA

More pilots: Luxor, Qena, Giza, Beni Suef.

Results: Ismaileya

Improved cooperation: MALR extension service, coops, farmers, exporters.
Better technical information to farmers.

Private sector paying for extension services.

Increased export contracts (e.g., green beans, potatoes).

Increased exports.

Deegation: Agricultural Cooperatives and Cotton Marketing

Before: govt control, speciaized coops collected seed cotton crops.

Governorate-leve fidd crop coops registered as private cotton traders, competitionwithPBDAC
sdesrings.

Seed cotton marketing is mixed public-private market, with increasing private share: 31% of
2001/02 crop purchased by coops of al types.

Compstition emerging between PBDAC rings & coops, & among coops.

Capacity-Building: Cotton Pest M anagement

Issues. private-sector capacity, mistrust, top-down dominance.

Training in roles, responshilities, awareness.

Awareness +/or planning workshops.

Traning workshops, EATSAP & Crop Life Egypt: development of manuds, training materids,
course design for training of trainers.

Capacity-Building: Agricultural Cooper atives

Issues: top-down control/lack of autonomy, poor management, bad service to members.

APRP focus on management autonomy & MALR-paid steff.

Filottest in 2 governorates, 4 coops each: coops choose own BOD without govt nominations, no
MALR gaff.

Training program for BODS, coop managers, & accountants; awareness/start-up workshopsfor
coop leaderslocal MALR officias (2001-2002).

Capacity-Building: Trade Associations

Issues. need for interest aggregetion, policy didogue with govt.
Trade associations need: right organizationand skills, conducive forums for interaction, resources.
Right organization: ESAS, dtrategic planning, policy analyd's, priority-setting, code of ethics.
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Forums agricultura commodity council (ACC).
Ministry of Foreign Trade: support to associations for export promoation, cotton logo, funding.

Capacity-Building: Statistical, Economic, & Trade Information

Issues information accuracy, availability, dissemination, utilizetion.

Farm income and crop-yield forecasting for cotton & wheat: MALR/Economic Affairs Sector.
New farm income methodology, training, informetion dissemination (9 governorates published
reports for 97/98 & 98/99 seasons), expansion to other governorates.

New crop-yidd forecasting methodology, joint EAS-APRP pilot, EAS now usng methodology
onitsown.

Capacity-Building: Water Supply & Use“Mismatch”

I ssues. water releases fromAswanDamdid not matchfarmerswater use needs, cropping patterns
& calendars inaccurate, acrimonious relations between MALR & MWRI.

1998--APRP support to joint working group, study tours (US Western states), start-up
workshop.

1999--pilot testsin 5 governorates for bottom-up information collection & reporting.
2000--review & planning workshop.

2001--expansion to more irrigation digtricts; planning, training & review workshops; formd joint
agreement Sgned by minigters.

2002--expansion & planning for nationd roll-out.

Private-Sector Participation in Policy

Issues. predominance of dtate interests, lack of private sector input to policy.

ACC Riceand Grains Subcommittee: formed in2000to countervail govt entity, Rice Branch. With
decline in world rice pricesin 2000/01, Subcommittee argued for export subsidies by preparing
policy brief & presenting to Cabinet. Cabinet approved.

ESAS: policy advocacy focus on legd and regulatory framework. Successes. seed variety
registration, importation of new varieties, IPR.

Cottontradersand cooperatives. protest againg arbitrary rulings by CottonMarketing Supervisory
Committee to limit private sector alocation of sdesrings.

Results: APRP Benchmarkswith Clearly Visible Benefits

State withdrawal from cotton pest management.
Promotion of trade associations.

Effective use of irrigation systlem information.
Improvement in agricultura gatigtics.

Results: Benchmarkswith Some | nitial Benefits/Potential for Future Benefits

Reorientation of agriculturd research & extension services,

Establishment of the private-sector operated cold storage facility at the Cairo airport.
Promation of cooperatives autonomy & functioning (including cotton marketing).
Promotion of private-sector participation in policy-making.
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L essons L ear ned

Public & private sectors need to work together as partners to take advantage of distinctive

competencies/capacities.

Policy projects can serve as an important impetus for initiating change, their budget supportisa

moativator for pursuing reform.

Egyptiangovernment’ sgradudist implementationstrategy hasled to seriesof short-run successes,

but some interpret it as ambivaence and weak commitment. For long-term benefits, reformersand

donors need to “stay the course.”

Demand sde of policy reform is critical. GOE commitment/ability to supply reform enhanced by

pressure from private sector & civil society.

Private-sector demand-making capacity is not aways used in support of intended agendas of

reforms.

When udng pilots as an implementation strategy, scaing up is criticad to generating intended

program impacts. Key challenges.

»  Resourcesto facilitate the expansion.

»  Exiging capacity insufficient to support scaling up.

»  Interest group politics, whose effects canto some extent be mitigated in pilots, emerge more
forcefully with scaing up.

Implicationsfor Donorsand the GOE

Pay atention to the interest group dynamics that shape policies & ingtitutions.

Strengthen indigenous capacity to andyze policy issues.

Process assistance roles are very important for reform implementation.

Policy reform is along-term effort, which requires long-term investment and commitment.

With USAID/Egypt resources dedining, targeted interventions can hdp to make long-term
investment effective. Some suggested targets:

»  Business associdions,

»  Cooperatives,

»  Cugtoms agency adminigtrative reform.
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THE IMPACT OF APRP ON AGRICULTURAL INFORMATION
DR.ROLLO EHRICH AND DR. MORSY ALI FAWZY

Background

»  MALR/UJSAID developed APRP inacollaborationmode. Purposeisto liberdize the agricultura
sector.  Free markets are information driven. Recognizing this, APRP began a series of
information generating activities, principa dlient in this effort has been MALR/EAS

Objectives
*  Destribe and andyze impact of APRP on creating an improved agriculturd information system

Outline of Presentation
* Roleof data& information in free-market economy
*  APRPativitiesin information
e Impact of APRP:
»  Criteriacf andydss
» Andyssof 6 key programs
»  Ovedl impact
* Ggpsremaning
*  Recommendations

TheRole of Data and Information in a Free Market Economy

* Infreemarket economy, decision-makers are millions of farmers, traders, and processors

* Good information has to be created and processed, and it must reach millions of “new”
decison-makers

» If information is of high qudlity, timdy, inright format, and is disseminated regularly, millions of
individud decisonswill be economicaly efficient

APRP Interventionsin Information Creation

» Key Efforts.

* Yiddforecading

*  Planting intentions and projected water demand
*  Farmincome data

Maket information

e Cotton market information

*  Methods of estimating crop area

APRP Interventionsin Information Creation
»  Other Efforts:

*  Asssments of dataquality and availability
»  Gender-disaggregated data

o Dataanadyssby MALR (APAU, €tc.)

*  Basdine sudies and policy andysis
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Assessment Criteria

e Technicd

Use Friendliness

* Inditutiona capacity (Sugtainability)

Farm Income Data

*  Highest qudity

»  Good coverage (15 governorates)

e Inditutionad capacity being built. Excelent TA by RDI. Excdlent collaboraion of EAS,
Agriculturd Affars, Sampling.

* Lack extenson package for farmers

*  Wider digtribution of the information needed

Yield Forecasting

*  Much greater accuracy; state-of-the-art methods

*  Excdlent cooperation between MVE, EAS, Sampling
*  Forecasts. new and useful

»  Three crops covered: cotton, whest, citrus

e But, digribution of results very limited

» Inditutiond capacity wesk for Dissemination

Area Estimates (Planting I ntentions) for Forecasting Water Demand

e  Veay high quaity data

* Andyssishigh-tech

»  Didribution of resultstimely

* 6 governorates, expanding to cover dl governorate

»  Coallaboration between MALR and MWRI essentia and excdllent

*  Budgetary and technical support for MALR extension agents may not be adequate

Market News and Extension Materialsin Economics

»  Fruitsand vegetables are covered, but none of the mgjor field crops
*  Good digribution of loca market information for F&V (non-APRP)
»  Good internationd data distributed for cotton & rice

* Mod efforts Lack data on loca markets

* Nouseof income, cost datain farm extenson program

Cotton Market Information

*  Excdlent technica information, increased coverage (web SteCATGO/RDI)
*  Excdlent weekly internationd data (ALCOTEXA, web sites, RDI)

» Didribution of cotton market data too limited

*  No domedtic price information

* Noanayssof link between international markets and domestic markets

*  Futurerole of MALR/EAS in domestic cotton market news?
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Crop Area Egtimation

Outline:

»  Summer Crops

»  Winter Crops

»  Crop Area Forecasting

Overall Impact of APRP on the Economy through Improved Information

Better, more informed policy & marketing decisons (whest, cotton and citrus forecasts, farm
income)

Better allocation of water resources (area estimates, forecasting for water demand)

Marketing and pricing efficiency, accuratdly reflecting world supply and demand (market news)
(cotton, F&V)

Gapsin Information System

Incompl ete geographic coverage and number of crops covered for forecasting yields, income and
cost estimates, and water demand projections

Just beginning information program for New Lands

MALR, CATGO and ALCOTEXA do not report domestic market information in weekly and
quarterly reports

Except for fruits and vegetables (M1P), no market news service for farmers and small traders
Extenson materias lack economic information

Lack sound analysis of data at nationd leve

Indtitutiona gaps incdlude:

»  Wesk link between analys's and market information

»  Limited technica and budgetary capacity in extenson services

Recommendations

Cregte more information from greetly improved data sets now available

Fill in crop and geographica gapsin data as fast as possble

Fill in ggp in market news and economic informetion for farmers

Area Estimates

»  Expand to cover dl basic crops and regions

»  Improve the area forecasting models

Asssss the technicad and inditutional cgpacity building actions required to build afarmer-friendly
market information system

Build thefarmer-friendly, market information systemand add an economic component to extension
meterids
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THE IMPACT OF APRP AT THE FARM LEVEL
DR. MORSY ALI FAWZY, DR. MAMADOU SIDIBE
AND DR. OSMAN SALAMA

Outline of the Presentation
*  Objectives
*  Methodology
*  Implementation work plan
e ManFindings & results.
»  Cropping pattern
»  Farminputs market
»  Policy reform awareness & information
»  Output marketing
»  Famer wefare

Main Objectives

»  God: Examineimpact of key APRP reforms onwdfare of farmersand performance of agricultura
system

*  Specific Objectives.
»  Determine to what extent policy changes have influenced activities & the farm level
»  ldentify problems and obstacles that have congtrained policy changes

M ethodology

» Before and after gpproach

*  Theteam followed three data collection procedures.
»  Basdine producer survey (MVE, MALR, GTZ, IFPRI)
»  Endline producer survey (MVE)
»  Secondary databases

I mplementation Workplan
o Scientific approach
»  Sampling procedure and sample Sze
»  Quedtionnaire design
»  Sdection of researchers & training
»  Pretest of questionnaires
»  Timetable for data collection and analysis (October-June)

Sampling Procedure & Sample Size
* 10 Governorates
»  Lower Egypt (6)
»  Middle Egypt (2)
> Upper Egypt (2)
» 3l1Didricts
» 34 didricts from each governorate
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Farm Sdection: 744 farms
»  Presampling unit isfarm
» 12 farmsfrom each village

Questionnaire Design

Two questionnaires
» Man
¢  Quantitative variables
*  Inputs & outputs (technica coefficients)
¢ Quditative
*  Awareness, dtitudes of farmers

Complementary Questionnaires

[nput traders

Cotton traders

Cered traders
Cooperatives

Extension agents

Village bank

Mills (whesgt, maize, rice)
Cotton Gins

Farmer leaders

| ssues and Questions

Cropping Pattern

»  Arefarmersfreein choosng cropping pattern?

»  When did they gart practicing their freedom?

»  Who determines the cropping pattern?

»  What factors are taken into consderation?

Farm Inputs: (Seed, fertilizer, pesticides)

What is extent of competition in farm input markets?

Is marketing system for farm inputs now more efficient?

Arethe farmers free to obtain farm inputs from any source?

Do farmers have more choice now?

»  What is best source of farm inputs from farmers' point of view? Why?
Labor Force

»  What is composition of labor used a farm level?

»  What isshare of labor costsin total cost of production?

Output Marketing

»  Arefamersfreeto sdl their products to whomever they want?

»  What isthe extent of competitiveness of output markets?

»  What is preferable marketing channd for different crops from farmers
»  What is preferable marketing channe for different crops from farmers' point of view?
»  What isshare of private sector in output markets?

Awareness & information

v

v

v

v
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Some Sample Characteristics, MVE Survey, 2001

>

>

>

>

What are sources of informetion for determining cropping pattern?
Have you heard about short-season varieties of rice and delinted cotton seed
Do you know announced floor prices of cotton, whest, rice?

When did you hear about it?

Have you heard about the improved irrigation system in sugar cane?
Producer Welfare

What happened at farm level?

Are farmers better off now than before APRP?

Didribution of farms by:

>

>

Type of holding
Farm Sze

Cropping pattern

Percent

Digribution of Farmsand Cultivated Area by Typeof
Holding, 2001
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Distribution of Farmsand Cultivated Areafor Major
Perennial Crops, 2000-01
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Sugar cane Mango

Grapes Oranges

Results, Part 1

»  Cropping patterns

e Input markets

* Policy reform awareness

Are Farmers Freeto Choose
Crops?
100
90
80
70
60
50
o 40
30
20
10
o R
Yes No

Who Do Farmers Consult?

Famers 41%
* Neighbors 31%
* Extenson Ag. 9%
e Family: 4%
* Others: 15%

Did Farmers Change Their Cropping Patter ns?
* 53%“Yes’ because of crop profitability
e 43% “N0" because of the crop rotations
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When Did Farmers Become
Freeto Choose Crops?

Before APCP During APCP During APRP

Changesin Area Between
1996/97 and 2000/01
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Freedom to Buy Farm Inputs
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Farmers Awarenesss of Short-Season Rice

Varieties

All rice-growing governorates: 100%
Ismaileya: 50% of the respondents
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Awareness of Floor and Export Timing of Knowledge About

Prices of Cotton Floor Price of Cotton, 2000/01
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Qena: Awareness of Improved Sugarcane Irrigation Systems
« Awae 93%
* Notaware: 7%

Benefit from Knowing Export Price of Cotton
*  98% of the respondents said “No”, they would not benefit
* 2% sad“Yes, they benefit from knowing the export price

Results, Part 2
*  Issuesand Questions Share of Production Marketed

»  Extent of commercidization

»  Output markets 107 | 01| 9%

»  Farmincome Re 30| 80| 13

N Wheet % | 81%| 2

Commodities Meize % | 719%| 9

: gi%téo” Con | 96 | 96| O

. Whest Horicuture| 9% | 0| 9

» Maze

»  Horticulture

When Did Marketing

Freedom Start ?
AreProducers Freeto Market Their Output?

«  Cotton: 40% of producers are free to market 2‘38:5 ngceFE ngeg
their products, compared to 2% in the basdine
* Whedt, rice and maize dl producers have Wheat 2% 57% 41%
freedom to market their products Rice 20 63% 35%
Maize 5% 68% 27%
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What Are Best Marketing Criteria for Preferring

Channels? Marketing Channel
PRDAC Coops E::]\;Jate #rogglerc oo Twiet 1R Ivase
h Confidencein 1 - -
Cotton 47% 30% 13% 4% getting the price
Offer bedt price 2 2 3 2
Wheat 11% 3% 74% Pay csh on uat 3 1 1 1
Rice 05% 2% 91% Provdeinputson |- 3 2P
credit
Maize 1% 2% 90% Buyatfamgae |- 4 4
What |'s Competition Structure of What |'s Competition Structure of
Output Markets? Output Markets?
Number of Traders Inside Village Number of Traders Outside Village
0 1-3 4-6 >6 0 1-3 4-6 >6
Cotton 95% [ 3% 2% - Cotton 91% | 8% 1% -
Rice - 41% | 46% 13% Rice 14% | 49% | 24% 13%
Wheat 21% | 51% 18% 10%
Wheat - 40% 36% 24%
Maize 34% | 42% 16% 8%
Maize - 48% | 30% 22%

What Are Changesin Salesto Different Marketing Channels?

»  54% of cotton producers thought that there was increase inquantities sold to PBDAC and coops

* 95% of wheat, rice and maize producers
believe that quantities sold to private traders
increased

When Did Bargaining Start ?

Are Producers Free to Bargain Output Price
with Buyers? Before  Under Under

«  More than 90% of cotton, wheat and maize APCE AFCE = APRE

—— 0, 0,
producers say they cannot bargainat PBDAC, | <" % 93%
coop centers, private rings and factory agents. | Wheat 3% 58% 39%
100% of rice producersarefreedom tobargain | Rice 3% 62% 35%
Wwith these buyers Maize 6% 68% 26%

* All producers of whest, rice and maize and
54% of cotton producers bargain prices with
local traders.
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How Did Farmers Receive Payment?
»  Credit: Cotton was sold on credit to PBDAC (80%) and coop centers (98%).
e Cash: Farmersreceived cash for whest, rice and maize from different marketing channels

Farm Income

»  Areproducers better off now than before APRP?

e Farmincomeincludes.
» Plant crops
»  Livestock activities
»  Change of inventory

Gross Margins, Main Crops

(LE/ feddan)

% %
1997 | 2001 [Increase|Increase

(1) (2)

Cotton 1212|2173 79 66
Rice 1094| 1266 16 7
Wheat 1225( 1289 5 -3
Maize 560 | 814 45 34
Horticulture| 2076 | 2599 25 16
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Major Crop Rotations

Feddans
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GrossMargins, Main Rotations

(LE/feddan)
% %
1997 | 2001 |Increase]lncrease
(1) (2)
Wheat + 1785 12103 18 5
Maize
Wheat + 2319 | 2555 10 2
Rice
Long 1712 | 2452 43 32
Berseem +
Maize
Long 2246 | 2904 29 19
Berseem +
Rice
Short 1716 | 2651 54 43
Berseem +
Cotton




SMEsAND RURAL EMPLOYMENT CREATION
TAMER EL-MEEHY AND DR. LAMIA BULBUL

Objectives

Investigate the relationship between agricultural growth and the rural non-farm sector
The main hypothesis is that the main impact of agricultural growth on employment is redlized
through increased demand on SME and HBE products and services.

Research Work

Field research (completed) on:

»  SMEs (1-15 workers establishments).

»  HBEs (home-based or non-establishments).

»  Households (to determine where they purchase their products and services from).
Literature Review (on-going).

Andysis of data & findings (on-going).

Outline

Generd Characteridtics

»  Didtribution by Sector - Gender of Owner — Initial Capital - Number of Workers.

Growth

»  Capitdization - Employment Generation - Response to Increase in Demand.

Sdf-Containment

»  Origin of: Inputs — Workers — Customers — Proportion of Farmer Customers— Salesdue to
Farmers.

Concluding Remarks

Part |: General Characteristics

Sampling Characteristics

General Sample
Totad sample size is 1,254 enterprises (649 Division by Sector
SMEs & 605 HBES), divided between o
rurd (76%)& urban (24%). ® —
Stratified three-stage sysematic random
sampling.

3 governorates (Assiut, Beheira & Sharkiya)
were chosen from three clusters.

Clusters were based on severd criteria [ Ttz S  Mian g
induding poverty leve, unemployment, share of
agricultura workers in tota labor force,
representation of upper & lower Egypt, population density .. . etc.

Two markaz were sdected from each governorate, and two locd units from each markaz.

%
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General Sample
Characteristics

Division by Gender (Enterprise Owners)
HBE & SME
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Part I1: Growth
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Part I11: Sdf-Containment
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Origin of Customersfrom Village
by Location SME
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Proportion of Sales dueto Proportion of Sales dueto
Farmers SME FarmersHBE
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Sdf-Containment

L abor Inputs Farmer Salesto
Mostly Same [ Mostly Same | Customers | Farmers
Village/City | Village/City >75% >75%

Rural

HBEs 96% 68% 40% 59%
Rural

SMEs 83% 55% 69% 66%
Urban

HBEs 98% 81% 5% 48%
Urban

SMEs 86% 47% 24% 22%

Part 1V: Concluding Remarks

SMEs & Employment (Literature Review)

*  75% of SME employment is generated upon establishment.

*  Employment growth accounts for 25% of SME employment.

*  Employment generation in this sector occurs mainly through multiplication in numbers rather than
changesinfirm sze

*  Jud like SMEs and HBES have high birth rates, they dso have high desth rates (churning).

SMEs & Employment (Findings)

*  Urban SMEs are on average larger than rurd SMEs.

*  Average number of workersin SMEsis 2.09 (2.37/urban SMEE & 2.0l/rurd SME).

»  Oneworker enterprisesaccounted for 46% of rural SMEs and 31.6% of urban ones, compared
to 83% in both urban and rural HBES.

*  Average number of workers per enterpriseis 1.2 in both urban & rural HBES.
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Capital/Worker Ratio

e SMEs LE 7,072.5/worker
e Urban SMEs LE 11,650/worker
e Rurd SMEs LE 5,241/worker
e HBEs LE 1,045/worker
e  Urban HBEs LE 797/worker
e Rurd HBEs LE 1,164/worker
Location & SME Employment Under-Employment Vs. Full
Generation Employment by Location (SMES)
Added Decreased No Change
All SMEs 23% % 73% ~
Rural SMEs 18% 1% 78% ; |
Urban SMEs 35.4% 1.2% 63.4%
Constraints by Location (SMES) Salf-Containment
“ = L abor Inputs Farmer Salesto
: Mostly Same | Mostly Same | Customers | Farmers
. Village/City | Village/City >75% >75%
; 201 Rural
154 HBEs 96% 68% 40% 59%
1 Rural
1 SMEs 83% 55% 69% 66%
" N i Urban
@o@ @\a@’)& y f’b y &“‘é\ sf\& p f \f& @@@* & y o @@\@« HBEs 98% 81% 5% 48%
2 S o & Urban
& SMEs 86% 47% 24% 22%
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THE IMPACT OF AGRICULTURAL GROWTH ON SMESAND EMPLOYMENT
DR.JOHNW.MELLOR

Agenda

*  Explantwo setsof facts
»  Internationd
»  Egyptian

*  Explain key assumptions for amode of employment growth
*  Measuretheimpact of agriculturd growth on employment

Key Facts
*  Agriculturd growth explains poverty reduction/employment increase (international cross-section
data)
»  Growth reduces poverty
»  Thereismuch variance in reaionship
» 85 percent of poverty reduction is due to agricultural growth
» Thereisalagintheimpact
»  Theimpact does not occur with absentee landowners
o Smdl firms dominate employment (Egyptian data)
» 62 percent of total employment isin smdl firms and sdf-employed
» 23 of those are rurd (42 percent of al employment)
»  All demand for rural nonfarm sector is domestic (not exportable)
» 23 percent of labor force in agriculture, 15 percent in urban industry (tradables)

M odding Employment Growth
e  Purpose
»  Highly smplified moddsilluminate key rdaionships
»  Such modds ensure internd congistency in complex situations
»  Conclusons drawvn must not be caused by the smplifications
* Themodd - three sectors
»  Agriculture - can export
»  Urban tradables - can export
»  Non-tradables - cannot export, relies on domestic market

GDP, Employment, and Factor Shares, by
Sector, Egypt, 1998

Sector | GDP |Employment |Labor | Capital | Land
Per cent Per cent Share| Share |Share|

Agricul- 17 23 55 10 35
turd

Urban 57 15 10 20 0
tradable

Non- 26 62* 100 0 0
tradable

Sources: CAPMAS 1998 Labor Force Survey; National Income
Accounts; World Bank
*2/3rura
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GDP, Employment, and Factor Shares, by Sector, Egypt, 1998

* Agriculture: land isimportant and fixed, so technologica changeis essentid to growth
*  Urban tradable: mostly capitd, so capital increase is essentid to growth

*  Non-tradable: cannot export so increased domestic income essentia to growth

Consumption Patter ns Differ: Key to Employment | mpact

e Laborers and farmers spend heavily on non-tradables

*  Farmersincome from land spent the same as that from labor

»  Thus, ahigh proportion of demand for non-tradables in rurd areas driven by risng farmincomes
*  Ownersof capital spend entirely on tradables

» If land income goes to absentee owners, the results are different

Employment Impact of Agriculture: Three Scenarios
»  Scenario |: Balanced fast growth
»  Assumptions
1% rate of increase in cultivated area
5% rate of technologica change in agriculture
8% rate of increase in capital stock
2% rate of increase in technologica change in urban tradable
¢+ 2.8% rate of increase of the labor force
e Scenario |: Baanced fast growth

* & & o

» Reallts
¢ Income of thelabor class doublesin 12 years
¢+ GDPgrowsat 7.5%
¢ Agriculture grows at 5.6%
¢  Urban tradables grows at 9.1%

¢+ Theeare fast growth rates - frictionless economy (e.g. perfect policy)
*  Scenarioll
»  Assumptions No technologica change in agriculture, dl dsethe same
» Reallts
¢ Agriculturd growth becomes negative
¢+  Wage Rate/Employment grows at 0.4% doubles |abor classincomein 180 yeard!
¢+  GDP growth only 12% dower than with fast growth agriculture

*  Scenaiolll
»  Assumptions. Reduce capita growth rate to the same as labor force growth rate
» Reallts

¢  Urban tradable growth rate drops by 58%
¢+  GDP growth rate drops by over 1/3rd
¢+ Wage rate/Employment growth rate drops only 15%
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Conclusons

*  What drives GDP fastest is not same as what drives employment/wage rate fastest

*  Agriculture drives poverty reduction through its massive effect on rura non-farm sector (non-
tradable)

*  Agriculture growsthrough
»  Technologicd change, and
» Pdliciestha removefrictions

The I'ssues
*  How to accelerate technologica change (production, marketing, and product devel opment)

»  How to remove frictions, especidly for amdl farmers - negative congtraints, knowledge, capita
markets

The Sequence
¢ Policy and technology
¢ Farmproduction
¢ Ne farmincome
¢ Demand for rura non-farm products (non-tradabl es)
= Employment
¢ Income of the laboring class
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SYNOPSISOF PRESENTATIONS AND DISCUSSIONS



DAY ONE - June 2, 2002

I ntroduction to APRP

The presentations by Dr. Hussein Soliman, Head, Livestock Sector, MALR and APRP Program
Director, and Dr. Mohammed Omran, USAID’s APRP project officer, during the firs morning
introduced APRP, placed it in alonger-run policy reform context (begun under APCP), and outlined
the structure of the policy reform program, its component units, and their tasks. Dr. Adel M ostafa
of theMVE Unit described in detail APRP sfive tranches of policy benchmarks, classifying themin

meaningful groupings
I mpact Assessment M ethods

Dr. Gary Ender, MVE Chief of Party, provided a concise history and overview of MVE' sprogram
of economic impact assessment, differentiating it from standard project (monitoring and) evauation.
He pointed out that a combination of approaches to impact assessment were used:

« formd sample surveys (IFRPI’s nationd integrated household survey, MVE producer surveys,
CSPP cotton producer surveys, MV E surveys of cottontraders, ricetradersand ricemillers) and
datistical andyss of survey data;

»  dructured informal interviews of key informants, such as commodity traders, public and private
processors and traders, exporters, GOE and holding company officids, representatives of
Industry/trade associations, and others,

e asessng the quality and reliability of agriculturd sector data, particularly production deta;

* useof avalable secondary data, after reviewing it and making judgements about its reliability;

e subsector andysis,

»  comparison of the before and after program cases.

Thiswas followed by a presentation about the subsector gpproach, its underlying structure, conduct,
and performance paradigm, and how the approach and the paradigm were applied to impact
assessment (of four key subsectors) in Egypt. This is discussed in more depth in the section about
subsector studies.

Geographic Indicators

The presentationby Dr. Glenn Rogers of USAID gimulated alot of commentary, particularly about
the types of indicators chosen to show the longer-run socioeconomic impact of policy reformand their
relationship to APRP. Glenn responded that the indicators were indeed genera but important in
showing how rural people weredoing in different parts of Egypt. Thefact that most indicators showed
positive ganswas at least indirect evidencethat APRP and other policy programs had a postive impact
on therurd qudity of life

The disturbing confluence of increased investment infemae educationin Upper Egypt with decreased
wedth was a surprising finding, suggesting that UE households may face some difficult choices. The
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presenter noted that the web of causality is complex, and that we should not read too much into any
one set of observations. For examplein the Upper Egypt, one might conclude that rural families are
sling off assetsto send their girlsto school. We have to be careful in drawing conclusons like this,
they may be erroneous.

Impact of Water Policy Reforms

AndrewT czap, Chief of Party of the EPI Q teaminMWRI, presented a summary of key achievements
inwater policy and futuredirections. The peaker presented apolicy vison for Egypt that he noted did
not necessarily represent WPU, MWRI or EPIQ thinking. He suggested that WUAS should be
established in non-11P areas dewn-up to the branch cand levd. Irrigation management should be
transferred to the WUAS, which would charge and recover O & M costs. MWRI would dlocate
tradable water dlocations among WUAS, whichwould increase water useefficiencyand rdieve MWRI
of alargefinancia burden.

The benchmark and implementation activities surrounding matching of supply and demand for irrigation
water established aprocessfor sharinginformationbetween MAL R and MWRI about farmers planting
intentions and actud plantings and water avalability. Filot activitieshave been successfully implemented
in 38 water management digtricts, where water demand (estimated requirements, based on actual
plantings) is caculated by didtrict, usng a standardized computer program. Three million feddans are
currently covered at 163 total Sites.

One discussant observed that the issue of privatizing water management is a complicated one, since
agricultura holdings are very smdl and would result in burdening farmers with sgnificant additiona
costs. The presenter responded that the directors of the pilot water management units reported that
their counterparts were enthusiagtic about the prospects of managing their own water and said that they
had been dreaming of “controlling their own destinies” Farmers believe they can manage their own
water more efficiently thanthe Government. They cantransfer and trade their water quotas with other
growers, induding large farmers.

Someone else asked how far Egypt can go in water privatization. The presenter responded thet the
nationa water planis based on the decison rule that municipd water needs arethe priority. Withinthis
primary congraint, how far the GOE can go in privatization depends on other national needs. He
persondly feelsthat privatization of water management should be pushed.

Another discussant asked if the project hasinformationabout water qudity, particularly inareas where

horticulturd crops are planted. The speaker noted that the EPIQ project has some information about
specific aress.
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Commodity Subsectors. Approach and Assessments

Using Subsector Analysisin Impact Assessment. This presentation by Dr. John Holtzman of
the MV E Unit described how subsector analys's, usng an underlying structure, conduct, performance
paradigm, was used to assess the impact of APRP policy reformon various commodity subsystemsin
Egypt, whichwere the subject of many benchmarks. The presentation defined commodity subsectors,
illustrated subsector maps, and discussed different levels of policy andyss.

The presentationlaid out the andytica framework underlying subsector andys's, the structure, conduct
performance paradigm, and provided examples of how it could be applied to commodity subsectors
in Egypt. Dr. Holtzman contrasted conventional economic impact assessment with subsector analys's,
emphasizing that many APRP reforms were focused on particular commodity subsystems rather than
sectora (cutting across the agricultura sector) in nature.

One discussant asked what is Egypt’s capacity to do subsector studies, which have large data
requirements. The presenter acknowledged that doing a subsector study requires access to many
sources of data, some of which are not publicly available. Over time this should become less of a
problem.

Another observer pointed out that particpatory data collection techniques were not used to obtain
informationfromfarmers. The speaker responded that farmers were asked about their operations and
crop disposal through forma surveys by IFPRI, MVE and CSPP.

A frequent university consultant to APRP pointed out that the MV E Impact Assessment Strategy design
team had proposed doing tota factor productivity anadyss, usng fam levd daia The spesker
misunderstood the question, thinking that this observation was about modeling techniquesin generdl.
Heresponded that the MV E Impact Assessment Strategy design team considered arange of modding
techniques, induding multi-market models, CGE models, and amathematica programmingmodd. The
latter, developed initidly by the World Bank and thenexpanded by IFPRI, was the subject of careful
review by an APRP team of qudified staff well versed inlinear programming. An academic modeler,
on the EPIQ team in the Water Policy Unit of MWRI, was never able to get the mode to generate
credible results that would convince any policy-maker of itsvdidity or utility. After acouple years of
review, further attempts to adapt and vaidate the model were dropped.

The speaker dso pointed out that the MVE Unit first assessed data quality issuesin agriculture and
found serious problems with secondary data on agriculturd production. MV E made a strategic choice
to invest more resourcesinimproving data quality. Other data on marketing variables (prices) are not
eadly accessible or rdiable or available inlong-enough time series to do certain types of modding well.
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DAY TWO - June 3, 2002

Cotton/Textile Subsector. Thispresentationby Drs. Adel M ostafa and John Holtzmanwasone
of the better attended ones at the Conference, withquiteafew GOE and industry cotton specidigsin
theaudience. The presentationrai sed some sensitive issues, whichgenerated some heated commentary.

The presentation first reviewed the first stepsin liberdization of the cotton subsector under APRP and
the Stuation in 1996/97, at the start of APRP. It then covered:

»  Cotton/textile subsector benchmarks and their classification

e APRPimplementation activities

*  APRP success stories

*  Generd lessons of cotton policy reform

»  Threatsto liberdization during recent marketing seasons

*  How the cotton subsector might evolve in five years without mgjor policy change

o Summaries of main APRP accomplishments and recommendations.

The chairman of a public trading company stated that the main problem in the cotton subsector is not
privatization; rather, subsector problems stem from “disturbances’ in the cotton economy. Thereare
public sector companies capable of performing well, but they are hamstrung under current GOE and
HC-SWRMC redtrictions. The presentation took too much of a microeconomic perspective and
focused too much on details, abeit some important ones. Wheat is needed isabroader strategic vison
and the palitica will to implement it. The cotton subsector is not functioning well and what is needed
is a comprehensive program and an integrated policy to encourage exports and forecast the needs of
the locd spinning mills.

A leading private exporter agreed that the presentation touched on too many subjects and did not
emphad ze that the whale environment (GOE, trade, indudtry) affected current subsector performance.
One decidedly negative factor is that the spinning industry has collapsed. Initidly and through
1999/2000, private traders concentrated on supplying domestic spinners and did so profitably. They
did not redly know how to export initidly, so the loca market was preferred. A badly performing
public gpinning industry has dragged the whole subsector down and requires a “solution”. This
discussant also noted that policies can cut both ways, harming or helping both the public and private
sectors.

Hebegged to differ withMVE’ sobservationthat ALCOTEXA set opening pricesin 2001/02 too high.
He said that ALCOTEXA st prices at reasonable leves in rdationship to pima prices. Once seed
cotton prices have been set, export prices are set in relation to domestic pricesin that they cannot fall
below acertain level. If export prices are set at levels below domestic price levels, traders will lose
money when they export. Asagenera observation, thisistrue. In many years, export prices cannot
be discounted by morethan 2- 3 cents/Ib. becausetheyarelinkedto domestic seed cotton prices, which
have been set rather high. The discussant did not point out, however, that ALCOTEXA failed to adjust
these prices downward in 2001/02 once the Egyptian pound was devaued, which enabled private
exportersto dart deeply discounting sales of Egyptian lint (while public companies could not).
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This same private exporter aso emphasized that the rules applied to cotton exportswere the same for
the public and private sectors. He aso stated that both public and private sector members of the
Management Committee supported the opening price level announced.

He a0 argued that international demand for ELS and LS cotton was not declining and that there is
scope for Egypt to increase its market share in the world lint trade in some markets. The main
competitor, U.S. pima, is heavily subsidized. The new U.S farm hill will continue subsidies on most
major traded agricultural commodities.

A leading MALR cotton researcher and policy-maker stated that the lint carryover problem in Egypt
is in large part due to the falure of the domestic spinning mills, which have not taken ddlivery on the
quantities they had intended to receive during the past few years. He spoke about the need to study
local and international demand for each cotton variety. He noted that dl the varieties are potentidly
exportable (akey point of arecent CSPP study by El-Sayed Dahmoush et d., 2002). Giza 86 has
beenadgtar performance, while Giza 70's performance hasfluctuated (and has been poor insome years
falowing poor Giza 70 harvests). Giza 89 is a'so an emerging export variety, though it is aso soun
domedticaly.

He dated that there was no problem with the varietd map. It is based on the needs of the domestic
spinners and the export companies. The key liesin properly defining those needs.

This discussant dso aluded to the cotton subsector Strategy exercise underway, which he chairs and
which is funded in part by CSPP. He sees the long-run requirements for Egyptian lint to be 3.0-3.5
millionkentarsfor domegtic utilizetionand 2.5 mik for export. Production policy needsto beestablished
on the basis of sound figures. Some buffer stock is norma and desirable.

Last, he concurred with the point that Egypt should import chegper lint to spin lower-count yarn and
not push the development of hirsutum varieties. He mentioned that European producers, especidly
Greece, and the U.S. subsidize exports of short-staple cotton. Givenlow world pricesfor short -staple
cottons, Egypt should rely on trade to obtain chegper lint rather than promoting hirsutum production
a thistime.

A PBDAC dffidd defended the Domestic Cotton Marketing Supervisory Committee, saying that four
ministers signed the annua Optiona Marketing Systemdecree, and that dl the stakeholderswere given
a chance to apply for sales rings. She noted that there are some private sector members on the
Supervisory Committee. PBDAC manages cotton sales rings, organizing the cotton trade, and does
not own the rings or the cotton.

A leading exporter said that internationd spinners prefer Egyptian lint to pima, which is harder with
harsher texture (as it is machine harvested). Fima is stronger, though. So many fine-count spinners
(outside Egypt) will mix Egyptian lint and pima. The Egyptianlint provides softnessand better texture.
A public exporter stated that he was unaware of blending of Egyptianlint and pima. He thinksthat Giza
70 cannot be blended with pima, while Giza 86 can, though not without problems, as pimais creamy
in color while Giza 86 is white.
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A USAID officid asked what should be a future plan of action for USAID in working with the GOE
on cotton subsector reform. One of the speakers pointed out that CSPP is working with the GOE to
develop a cotton subsector reform strategy. He dso reiterated some of the policy recommendations
noted earlier.

A member of the RDI Unit of APRP said that the presentationdid not go far enough inrecommending
liberdization measures. Why set indicative export pricesat dl? Why leave farmers out of determining
what the varietal map is? Why have a seed cotton buyer of last resort? Everything should be market
driven.

Impact of APRP on the Wheat Subsector. A key point of this presentation by consultants Roger
Poulin and Dr. Abla Abdd-L atif was that the GOE should have clear objectives when it comes to
the wheat subsector. Wheet/maize mixing isone example. The objective of mixing could beto reduce
the cost of wheat and maize used or to reduce leakage, which aso reducesthetota cost. These are
“supply-sde’ options. Onthe demand side, the GOE might produce aninferior type of bread that only
the poor would buy.

The presenters argument that there is excess capacity of 72% flour mills and that the GOE should
direct some of this excess capacity to the production of 82% flour generated quite abit of discusson.
A public miller noted that if the GOE were to close the 72% flour mills and produce only 82% flour as
recommended by the study, wheat milling companies would suffer huge losses and would have tofire
alarge number of workers. He stated that the private sector should bear the consequence of the excess
capacity in the industry. One of the presentersresponded that excess capacity is not only the fault of
the privatesector; the Government is a so responsible through itsambiguous and confused policies. The
study recommended that the public mills focus on 82% wheat while charging the full milling feg, which
would generate enough revenue so that they would not suffer any losses. Private millsare closing down
their 82% milling operations, because they could not profit after making the large investment inthe new,
GOE-mandated technology of cylinder mills.

Another discussant argued that the GOE objective of increasing sdlf-sufficiency through promoting
wheat productionisopposed to the other GOE objective of encouraging cotton productionand export.
Thisisbecauseharvesting of whest inlate April/early May does not allow for timdy cotton planting (late
March/early April). One of the presenters responded that it is hard to assess the opportunity cost of
planting whest instead of cotton, because there is so much government control inboth subsectors. He
noted that planting whest is profitable, snce wheat occupies the land for one season and farmers can
plant another crop after wheat. The point that late harvesting of wheset ether precludes planting of
cotton or leads to late planting and low yields is technically correct, however.

Rice Subsector. Dr. John Holtzman presented most of the materid, with consultant Dr. Abddl-
Rahim Ismail Taha discussng changes in the rice milling industry.  The presentation began by
reviewing important changes in the rice marketing syssemunder APCP during the early 1990s. It then
covered some findings of the subsector basdine study. After that, the presentation addressed the
fallowing:
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» Keyricepolicy issues of APRP

*  APRP benchmarks

*  APRP successes

»  Predicted changes during APRP and the actud response to policy reforms
e Structure, conduct and performance of the rice milling industry

*  ESA privatization and pogt-privatization performance of the mills

*  Lessonsof rice market liberdization and privatization

*  Unfinished policy agenda

e Summary of mgor impacts of APRP

A leading academic pointed out that under public sector management (inthe 1970s and 1980s) thet the
rice subsector was well coordinated. He implied, though did not state, that the subsector isin current
disarray. Hedso stated that therewas aneed for better information on both international and domestic
markets. Pointing out that Turkey has been importing large volumes of paddy for the last couple of
years, usng the large inddled rice milling capacity (thet isfar greater than what is needed to process
the domedtic rice crop), this discussant fdt that thiswas athresat to Egypt’ slarge (also excessive) milling

capacity.

Another discussant observed that there was no pendty for farmers planting paddy inareas whereitwas
forbidden. Pricing of water is politicdly difficult; it is better to discuss weater cost recovery. Export
subsidies should be considered only in relaion to the area of paddy grown. Only if excessvely large
aress are planted should subsidies be contempl ated.

Fertilizer Subsector. During this presentation, consultant Dr. Abdel-Hamid Y oussef Saad noted
that there had been little change in the structure and conduct of the subsector since 1998, when the
basdline study was done. The private sector trade was well-established by 1998/99 and continued to
digtribute much of the fertilizer used by farmersin 2001. PBDAC's market share had declined below
10%, though it appears asif PBDAC will expand that share to approximately 50% in 2002. Thiswas
noted to be evidence of at least partiad back-diding by the GOE in liberdizing the fertilizer trade.

One discussant observed that the apparent recommendation of raisng fertilizer prices can undermine
the competitiveness of Egypt’s agriculturd sector, because it would affect the prices of exported
agriculturad commodities as well asthe food and fiber prices in the domestic market. The presenter
responded that he was not recommending raisng pricesfor fertilizer but rather bringing theminline with
internationd prices. Asfertilizer pricesare higher ininternationa markets, loca fertilizer manufacturers
have an incentive to export rather than to supply the domestic market.

Another discussant noted that Abu Qir Fertilizer Company used to export itsoutput for $90/ton while
prices were $120/ton in the domestic market. Higher prices in the local market could be charged
because of the high import duty (30%) on fertilizers. The speaker responded that this Situation was
temporary and has changed. Currently, prices are higher in international markets than in the loca
market, especidly after the devauationof the Egyptianpound. Thefertilizer endlinestudy recommends
reducing or diminating the import duty on fertilizer. One discussant noted, however, that the import
duty should not be diminated, becauseit is still needed to protect the nationd indusiry from dumping
by countries, such as Libya, which enjoy an abundance of natura gas.
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One discussant pointed out that dthough fertilizer is the maor cash component of fidd crop production
costs, theincrease in crop revenues, due to increasing output prices, was greeter than the increasein
production costs during the past tenyears. Another discussant seemed to be defending PBDAC splan
to expand its market share by dating that the problem with fertilizer didribution is traders. The
presenter responded that a competitive distributionsystemwould lower marketing marginsto the benfit
of farmers and consumers (buyers of farm outputs).

Assessng APRP Impacts on Egypt’sHorticultural Exports. This comprehensive presentation,
done by Abt Associates John Lamb, covered alot of ground:

1.A general assessment of the importance of horticultureinEgyptinagricultura productionand exports;
2. Assessment methodology and findings from interviews,

3.The pathway to competitiveness in internationa trade;

4.Benchmarks related to horticulture;

5.Noteworthy results; and,

6.Recommendations for future agriculturd policy projects and specific projects to promote the
horticultural subsector.

A leading HEIA officd noted that the private sector must help itsdf in promoting the horticultura
subsector and that the GOE should put in cold storage (at airports).

The executive director of ESAS noted that APRP accomplished animportant benchmark whereby the
registration period for new vegetable varietieswas reduced fromthree yearsto one year. Healsonoted
that in another benchmark the door had been opened for private seed companiesto bring in varieties
for screening.

Under any follow-on project to APRP, the presenter stressed that policy advocacy would till be
important, referring to the five “pieces’ of the virtuous circle. Egypt (and USAID) need to pursue a
balanced approach.

A consultant to APRP/RDI wondered whether genetically modified seeds should be grown in Egypt
to produce horticultural commodities for export, particularly to the EU. The speaker responded that
EU resstance to GMOs would eventudly be overcome and that the benefits of using geneticaly
modified seed/planting materia far outweighed the dangers. USAID heas, after dl, supported AGERI.

An APRP/RDI andlyst wondered if there was any red possibility for incorporating smdl farmersinto
future USAID-funded horticultural development schemes. The presenter responded that the Delta
presents specia problems of contamination of microbiologica organiams. He aso noted thet it was
important to raise the productivity of smal farmers producing horticultural commodities for domestic
markets.
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DAY THREE - June 4, 2002

Cross-Cutting Themes

Agricultural Growth, Small and Micro Enterprises and Employment. The SME survey
presentation by consultants Tamer EI Meehy and Dr. Lamia Bulbul offered a lot of empirica
information, mainly in the form of graphs and charts, that showed the differences between smdl and
micro enterprises with a place of business (SMESs) and home-based enterprises (HBES). One
discussant pointed out that there was no attempt to disaggregate SMEs and HBEs by type of
enterprise, but the data andlysis was quiite prliminary a the time of the conference presentation.*

The generd point that low demand congtrains the growth of SMES suggests that increases in demand,
rather than supply sideinterventions (suchas credit) were key to getting the SM E sector booming. This
genera observationwasthe strongest link to the Mdlor modd, which podts that only strong increases
in agricultura productivity will increase rurd incomes and strengthen demand for rural non-tradables

in Egypt.

Another key point was that SMIEs typically do not expand by adding workers. Many of these firms
have sgnificant under-employment. What tends to happenisthat SMEs multiply, spawning copy-cat
spinoffs.

Another important point wasthat SMEs rely heavily onthe surrounding environment for inputs, services,
and customers. Hence, SMEs are tightly linked to the rura economies where they are found, with
rather weak links to metropolitan areas. In a country like Egypt, with a very strong urban
(metropolitan) bias, thisisawe come finding. Thenation of isolation or seif-containment presented here
isaso grongly related to Mellor’s modd, which considers “non-tradable’ (not exportable) much of
what is produced in rurd areas (other than agricultural products).

After the presentation on SME survey findings Dr. John Mellor of Abt Associates presented his
model on the relationship between agricultura growth, employment and rural incomes.

Onediscussant noted that agriculture has alot of redundant |abor and argued that technol ogical changes
are likely to replace labor with capita and make agriculture more capitd-intensve. She aso pointed
out that the GOE' s huge investment in rurd eectrification contributed significantly to the productivity
of SMEsinamdl towns and villages. Dr. Mdlor acknowledged the importance of this and added that
this likdly contributed to Sgnificant investment insmall-scale,  ectricity-powered machinery, whichcan
increase the productivity of SMES. But what effect do such invesments have on employmentin SMES,
where under-employment of workers (and reluctance to add workers to existing SMES) are big
problems? Mdllor noted that the model shows that labor in the non-tradables sector increased by 2.5
times more than any increase in farm labor as a result of agricultural growth. He aso noted that

1. Subsequent analyses do distinguish between enterprise type. See Gavian, Sarah, Tamer E
Meehy and Lamia Bulbul (2002), The Importance of Agricultural Growth and SME
Development to Increasesin Rural Employment in Egypt, Specia Study No. 5.

86



investment intechnology inhismodel wasin biologica technology, whichwas not expensive for farmers
and did nat involve buying any capital equipment.

Another discussant noted that increasing horticulturd production, particularly for export, would expand
the demand for labor in pogt-harvest handling. He aso pointed out that agricultura growth should not
be measured only in physical quantity terms but aso in vaue of output. Hence, not just yields should
increase, but unit values of output should aswell. While farm output needs to increase, output prices
need to increase, too, in order to drive agricultural growth and growth in non-tradables.

A lasgt discussant asked what assumptions about priceswere madeinthemodd. Arepricesdetermined
endogenoudy, as they should be? Or were prices assumed to be held constant with expansion in
agricultura output? If thelatter, the vaidity of the modd might be called into question. Infact, theprice
of non-tradabl esis determined endogenoudy inthe model, while the prices of tradabl es are determined
intheworld market. Dr. Médllor aso responded that the objective function of the model isto maximize
returns to the farmer, which would result in higher consumption and income generation in the local

village economy.

APRP-Led Changesin the Roles of the Public and Private Sectorsin Egyptian Agriculture.
Dr. Derick Brinkerhoff of Abt Associates made this fine and wdl-integrated presentation on an
important cross-cutting theme of APRP, drawing useful examples from different policy reform aress,
commodity subsystems, and implementation activities. One discussant asked how USAID and the
GOE could be kept on track for continued reform. How canthe successful policy reform mechanism
and processes of APRP be sustained? The presenter responded that there should be some endogenous
capacity to keep reform going and that an honest broker needed to be in place to keep the reform
pprocess moving.

An APRP insder observed that the Government is not only a “supplier of policy.” The demand for
policy reform has sometimes come from the Government and not just from the private sector or
USAID. APRP hassometimesbeenanintra-governmenta policy broker. Sometimesboth the supply
and demand for reform have come from the GOE itsdif.

An MALR representative stated that the problem now is how technica assistance can be maintained
and continued after APRP. This is especidly important since the project has benefited the private
sector. A USAID representative followed up by saying that APRP is part of along-term strategy of
reform in Egypt and not an isolated initistive. APRP can be sustained in the future because it has
initiated a policy reform process and achieved good results, which the GOE can build on. Another
discussant stated that stakeholders can establish a monitoring body that would act as a broker to
continue the reform process as afollow-up to APRP. A last related point was that sustainability isa
recurring theme in every USAID project; how to proceed after a successful project such asAPRPis
criticdl.

An APRP/RDI team member noted that USAID should pay attention to the management and
inditutiona capacities of trade associations as private sector partners. The capacities of these
associations should be built gradudly to ensuretheir ability to use ad money efficiently. Many of them
are currently rather weak.

87



A USAID officid noted that after gpending a lot of money to reform the cotton subsector, additiona
policy reformis needed inthe area of cotton marketing. Without continued high levelsof cash transfers
for policy reform, how can the donor community stay the course of cotton market liberdization?

Impact of APRP on the Agricultural Information System. This presentation by consultant Dr.
Rollo Ehrichand Dr. M or sy Ali Fawz of the MV E Unit covered another topic that cut across much
of APRP. It discussed APRP successes, chdlenges and opportunities in attempting to improve the
quality and availahility of data on agricultural production (including area cultivated to field crops),
marketing, pricesand trade. Successeswithin MALR includethe new programsto scientificaly collect
information on farm income and to forecast crop yields during the season, and the incipient crop area
estimation activity. MALR and MWRI aso collaborated onthe important programto collect and use
informationonfarmers scurrent planting intentions to match the supply and demand for irrigationwater.

One discussant from the RDI Unit said that information is dynamic and should be disseminated in a
timely manner and without government intervention. He aso noted that information about the New
Lands should be given explicit attention and should be made available. APRP has helped establish a
section within MALR for the information concerning New Lands.

Another RDI discussant noted that there should be more open channels of communication between
various government minigtries, particularly MALR and MWRI. For example, MWRI can report any
water shortage to the MALR so that they can adjust their planting pattern. Thisis an important point
that is not often mentioned.

AnMALR insder noted that the Economic Affairs Sector has succeeded in improving forecasting, o
it should be able to obtain and disseminate information fairly easily. However, thisis a codtly exercise
and the returns to better informeation, athough obvious, are hard to verify so asto judtify the increased
costs.

Impact of APRP on Producers. The presentation on the producer survey results by Drs. M or sy
Ali Fawzi, Mamadou Sdibe and Osman Salama, the only presentation given largely in Arabic,
covered a lot of ground and generated a good deal of discussion. Severd discussants seemed to
chdlenge particular findings, though the team emphasized that these were the preliminary empirica
results and not the opinions of the team.

Oneretired MALR officia stated that the percentage of owner-operated farms was exaggerated. He
suggested that there is alot of absentee landlordism. He aso noted that there is no source other than
the GOE for cottonseed, so how could farmersbe freeto buy it? What was not mentioned isthet there
may be a smal secondary market for seed retained by farmers or traders that is not certified and not
approved by the GOE. He dso questioned the proportion of farmers using ddlinted seed, which is
limited to specific governorates, maybe producers were responding that they had heard about delinted
seed evenit was hot available inther governorates. Thisdiscussant aso said that cotton pricesareonly
known by farmers when they are announced in the newspapers, typicdly wel &ter planting. He
suggested that producers costs are increasing fagter than the prices they receive for their outputs.
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Ancther retired MALR officid noted that there should be some empirical measures of increases in
market efficiency due to liberdizationand increased competitioninoutput markets. Hementioned price
correlation andyds and andyss of marketing margins as tools for measuring changes in market
effidency over time (dthough he did not address the data qudity issues). He wondered why some
farmers did not fed free to choosether cropping patternnearly 15 yearsafter farmers became free to
choose their crops.

An APRP/RDI team member noted that cotton should not be compared with grains in anadyses of
producers opinions about the impact of liberdization. Cottonliberdizationhas been partid; the GOE
dill distributes the seed and sets seed cotton prices (at PBDAC sdesrings). He also noted that
differentiating between APCP and APRP reforms was a bit mideading and that it is better to look at
policy reform asacontinuum. He argued that analyzing gross margins to cultivation of different crops
wasagood way to andyze whether resources were being dlocated efficiently. Hea so urged that the
MALR make information avallable to farmers through extension agents.
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CONCLUDING POINTS

Some important recurring points, aswel as comments during the find afternoon about APRP, were as
follows

1.

USAID/Egypt needs to build upon the success of APRP in bringing about policy reform and
sugtain forward momentum. The ungpoken implication of thispoint wasthat along hiatus between
APRP and any follow-on program would stal the policy reform process, particularly during a
period of financid difficultyfacingthe GOE. Although conference participants understood thet less
USAID money would be available to promote GOE policy reform in the future, many fdt that
some cash, targeted drategicdly, would be critical in assuring achievement of certain future
reforms.

In anumber of areas, reform progress has been steady but partia (cotton, cooperatives, research
and extengon, pesticide licensing, regigtration of dealers, and fild supervison). Thereis serious
danger of back-diding on fertilizer. The wheat subsector, particularly the milling industry, has
sgnificant GOE intervention, a set of policies that seem to work at cross-purposes, and an
overcapacity problem that has gotten worse shce APRP began. The immediate danger in rice
appearsto be past; there ssemsto be no rea GOE support for apaddy buying systemdominated
by the cooperatives or forced through PBDAC sdesrings, so little is likely to change in 2002/03.
Greater paddy supplies, withalarger crop, should lead to lower paddy prices, easing criticism of
private traders. Private sector market shares in cotton trading, ginning, spinning, and exporting
increased during APRP, but future gains will be difficult to realize without a renewed GOE
commitment to liberdizationand moreactive effortsto privatize pubic trading, ginningand spinning
companies.

USAID made it clear that any follow-up policy reform programwill have far less (tranche) money
as apay-off for accomplishment of particular reforms. USAID hinted that the GOE, with help
from advocacy groups, needs to find the resources and wherewithd to keep the policy reform
momentum going. USAID will supply resources for continued technica assistance, though the
technical assstance (TA) will likely be focused on asmaler number of priority policy areas than
APRP, one of whichis likey to be cotton. Another might be continued support to advocacy
organizations.

USAID asked about next steps for cotton policy reform. No clear consensus emerged fromthe
participants, the debate following the cotton subsector presentationwas quite heated. MV E notes
severd items of aneutra cotton policy and action agenda below.

Continue to monitor seed cotton marketing in Egypt, particularly the number of market
participants, public and private sector market shares, the number of PBDAC rings dlocated to
private firms (by variety) and the volume of seed cotton bought through these rings, and the
number of privaterings set up by private firms (and covered by CATGO graders) and the volume
of seed cotton bought through these venues.
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Monitor public/private shares in trading, ginning, spinning, exporting, as MVE has done in its
annua monitoring reports (with exception of lint exporting, for which data are readily available).

Examine why cotton yields have stagnated during the past 15 years. This could be done by
bringing inateam of scientiststo look at Egypt's cotton breeding program or by arranging a study
tour for selected Cotton Research Inditute breeders, agronomists and managers to centers of
excellence in cotton research in the U.S. and elsewhere.

Monitor closdly and review the cotton " sector" strategy planand actionprogram undertakenjointly
by the MALR and the Cotton Sector Promotion Programme. This represents an excellent
opportunity for the GOE to formulate acoherent strategy and articulate a phased action program,
presumably laying out any donor finencing and technica assistance requirements for the next few
years.

Do a needs assessment of the Domegtic Cotton Traders Committee, based in Alexandria and
headed by Adel Ezzy, former Chairman of PBDAC and now head of Al-Watany Bank.
Determineif thisis an advocacy group worthy of USAID support. It has played aminor rolein
cotton policy for mogt of its life and especidly during the past two marketing seasons, despite
representing most of the participantsin seed cotton marketing, induding public and privatetrading,
ginning and spinning companies.

There were several comments about building local capacity to do applied policy research and
extendon. APRP is not generdly perceived as having left much capacity in place, though it
provided expertiseinpolicyreformdesign, implementation, monitoring and evauation. Such work
continues to be heavily dependent upon expatriate-led technicad assstance teams. At the height
of APRP (mid-1998 through September 2000), there were ten expatriate advisors working in
MALR and seven in MWRI.

Despite the acknowl edged dependence onexpatriate TA, no consensus emerged on how to lessen
this dependence and develop sustainable indtitutional capecity. Different discussants preferred
grengthening capacity in different types of inditutions GOE minidries, trade and industry
associations, and local universities. Barring any radical departure from past practice, the current
technical assstance model, where local consultants are hired from universities, a thin layer of
consulting firms, agricultura research inditutes, and among a pool of retired civil servants and
holding company officids, islikely to prevail.

One way to strengthen the capacity of Egyptian universities would be to award competitive
research grants to specific departments, under the leadership of strong individud academics.
Rether than merdly hiring professors as consultants, USAID and other donors could encourage
interested academics to work in teams of professors (senior and junior) and graduate students,
deve oping coherent proposal's and workplans for doing a particular contracted piece of research.
While thiswould place more burden on USAID contractorsto select grantees, competitionwould
be introduced into academic consulting. A premium would be placed on the qudity, feasibility and
cost of particular proposals, rather than on seniority or academic prestige.
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MVE feds that another way to develop capacity to do market research and improve market
informationisfor advocacy organizations to fund or co-fund suchwork. The stronger indusiry and
trade associations need to devel op their own capacity (and usetheir ownfunds) togather, interpret
and publishmarket information. Their willingness to pay competitive sdaries (or consulting fees)
to qualified professionals who can perform these services remains uncertain, however.
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LIST OF ATTENDEES?

Name Organization
Dr. Abdallah Zein El Din Faculty of Agriculture-Alexandria University
Mr. Abdel Hakim Hassan Head, Horizontal Expansion
Eng. |Abdel Hameed M. El Ghoneimy 6th October Mills & Marketing
Eng. |Abdel Razik Hassan MALR/EAS
Eng. |Abdel Salam Badr El Din Chairman- Kahira Cotton:
Dr. Abdel Satar Abo Madawy Chairman - Abo Madawy
Mr. | Abdel Wahab Allam MALR/ARC
Dr. Abdel Wahab Shehata APRP Consultant
Eng. |Abo Bakr Ghoneim Tanta Cotton Co.
Eng. |Adel Ahmed General Manager
Dr. Adel Beshai AUC Economics Dept., APRP PPC
Eng. |[Adel K. Nassar MALR
Ms. [Ahlam Abu Zeid PBDAC
Dr. Ahmed Bahloul Zagazig University
Mr.  [Ahmed El Sharnoby Ayad Ayad Cotton Trading Co.
Dr. Ahmed Gohary Ex-Director Cotton Research Institute, ARC/MALR
Eng. |[Ahmed Lotfi H. El Guindy Marketing Expert
Mr. | Ahmed Talaat Mohamed MALR
Mr. [Ahmed Tira Tira Spinning & Weaving Alex
Dr. Akila Sdeh Hamza Director- Agricultural Research Center MALR
Dr. Alaa El Din Mohamed Economic Affairs Dpt.
Mr. |Albert Gierend GTZ
Ms. [AlexandraHarrison Manager M& E
Mr. [Ali A. Abdi Agricultural Attache, US Embassy
Dr. Ali Assem APRP Consultant
Mr. |Amin Abaza President of ALCOTEXA/

Chairman of Modern Nile Cotton Co.

Mr.  [Amr El Tonsy HEIA
Ms. | Ann Roubachewsky Press Attache, US Embassy
Ms. [AnneWilliams USAID
Mr.  |Anthony S. Chan USAID
Mr. |Antony Treen IPM Specidlist, GTZ
Eng. |[Anwar M. Hussein Economic Affairs Sector, MALR
Mr. [Ayad Thabet RDI/APRP
Mr. |Ayman Korra LkoaFarm & New Lokoa Farm
Mr. [ Ayman Nassar NASSCO Cotton Trading
Dr. AzizaFarrag National Research Center
Ms. [AzzaMohamed Abdel Ghany General Manager - Econ. Affairs
Dr. Bahaa El Sherif El Wady Ginning
Ms. |DdiaBayoumi GTG-MVE
Ms. |DanaFischer USAID
Dr. David Atwood USAID
Ms. |Dawn Thomas USAID
Dr. Diaa El Qousy Prof., NWRC

2Does not include staff of MVE Unit or any other individuals who made presentations.
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Name Organization
Ms. [Dominique Haar Consultant
Dr. Edgar ArizaNino RDI/APRP
Eng. [Egla Abu Sabei Port Said Cotton Export Co.
Eng. |El Gebdi Abu El Seoud Economic Affairs Sector, MALR
Dr. El Sayed Mahdy EPIQ (Zagazig Un.)
Dr. El Syaed Tewfik Mostafa Gen. Org. Dev. Of Fish. Resources
Dr. Emad El Din A. Badr MALR/AERI
Dr. Fadya Nosseir MALR Foreign Relations, Chairman APRP PPC
Dr. Fahim Saeid Economic Affairs Sector, MALR
Mr. [Gama A. Khorshid APRP/RDI
Dr. Gamal Ssad Representing Hesham EI Melegui
Mr. Garret Menning Representing Susan Riley, USAID
Mr. [George Kondos PMU/APRP
Dr. Ghada Habashy Press Specialist
Eng. |HaaYousry DRC Desert Research Center MALR
Eng. |Hamdy El Samanoudy Medinet Badr for Ind.
Mr. Hamed El Shiaty Shoura Council, APRP PPC
Dr. Hamed Hodhod Agriculture Dep't., Mansura University
Eng. |HameedaEl Kassar Ministry of Supply and Home Trade
Dr. Hamza A. Hamza Milling & Baking Consultant, US Wheat Associates
Eng. [Hani El Kolay HEIA
Dr. Hassan El Gohary MALR
Eng. |Hatem Sawah MALR
Mr. Hazem Gomaa APRP/RDI
Ms. [Heather Dae APRP/RDI
Dr. Heba El Leithy Dep't of Statistics, Cairo Univ.
Dr. Heba Handoussa Economic Research Forum
Dr. Heinz Burgstaller GTZ
Dr. Hussein Awad Chairman of Cotton Research Institute
Dr. Hussein Soliman Program Director, APRP
Eng. |lbrahim Abdel Fattah El Anany El Anany Cotton C.
Dr. Ibrahim D. Ibrahim MALR
Eng. [lbrahim El Assiouty APRP/EPIQ Water Resources Specialist
Eng. [lbrahim El Badry EGASEED
Mr. Ibrahim Hegazy Chairman- Chourbagui
Eng. |lbrahim Kamara Kamara Cotton Co.
Dr. Ibrahim Siddik RDI/APRP
Ms. Iman Karkoura Wakalex / Director of Rice Sec.
Mr. Ismail Abdel Galil Hussein Director of DRC Gene Bank
Dr. Ismail Gamd El Din Gen. Dir. of Agr. Statistics, MALR
Dr. James A. Norris Chief of Party/ TAPR
Dr. Jane Gleason Chief of Party, APRP/RDI
Dr. Joerg Aurend GTZ
Ms. [LamiaEl Fatta APRP/RDI
Mr. [Magdy A. Saleh Dep't. of Fish Resources, MALR
Dr. Magdy El Guindy Menufeya Univ.
Dr. Mahassen A. Mohamed V egetable Research Section, MALR
Mr. Mahmoud Alaa Abdelaziz Mahmoud National Research Institute
Eng. [Mahmoud Ghoneim Alexandria Trade
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Name

Organization

Dr. Mahmoud Kantoush Chairman Kantoush Cotton Co.
Dr. Mahmoud M. Abdel Fattah APRP consultant

Eng. |Mahmoud Rashed EAS

Mr. Mahmoud Riad Econ. Polit. Newspaper

Dr. Mamdouh Abdel Satar Eastern Co. for Cotton:

Dr. Mamdouh M. Shawky MALR

Ms. Manal Alfred USAID

Eng. [Manal M. Ibrahim Journalist

Ms. [Mana Rezkalla Press Office

Dr. Maysa El Gohary Ministry of International Affairs
Mr. Medhat EL Alfy NASSCO Trading

Dr. Moebed Khalifa MALR

Mr.  [Mohamed A. Afifi MALR

Dr. Mohamed Abdel Aziz TV journalist

Eng. |Mohamed El Shahid Head of Economic Affairs Sector, MALR
Dr. Mohamed Abdel Hameed El Shenawy Gen. Org. Fish Resources

Mr. Mohamed Abo El Wafa GTz

Mr. Mohamed Asaad Khalil Great Cairo Bakeries Co.

Mr. |Mohamed Eid Abdel Megeed ARC/MALR/IPR

Dr. Mohamed El Sayed Darwish El Alam El Yom

Dr. Mohamed El Tarouty Senior Economist, Min. of Foreign Affairs
Dr. Mohamed Hamed Fouda South Cairo & Giza Mills and Bakeries Co.
Dr. Mohamed Hassan Heykel AERI

Dr. Mohamed Ibrahim Alexandria Trade Cotton Co.

Dr. Mohamed M. Mahmoud

Dr. Mohamed Omran USAID

Dr. Mohamed Rabie Price Waterhouse

Dr. Mohamed Ragaa El Amir APRP Consultant

Mr. [Mohamed Raslan MALR - Ag. Extension Sector
Mr. Mohamed Reda |smail Deputy Minister of Agriculture MALR
Mr. Mohamed Sabri Abdelaziz Economic Affairs Sector, MALR
Eng. |MohieEL Din El Batanony ATUT

Mr.  [MonaEl Kady/Chairperson National Water Research Center
Dr. Nabil Habashi APRP Consultant

Mr.  [Nabil Abdel Sadek Santrecy APRP Consultant

Dr. Nagui Ibrahim Zaky Economic Affairs Sector, MALR
Mr.  [Naguib M. Metwally North Cairo Mills Co.

Ms. [Nany Abdel Malek ARC

Ms. Nemat Guenena EQI

Mr. Peter Thatcher Chief of Party, ALEB

Dr. Ragab Abdel Azim Irrigation Department

Eng. |Ramzy Farag Agr. Research Center

Dr. Ramzy Mubarak APRP Consultant

Ms. | RandaFahmy EQI

Ms. [RashaZzaki RDI/APRP

Mr. Refaat Hefny Salim MALR

Mr. Richard Magnani RDI/APRP

Mr. |[Saed El Agaty EAS/MALR

Mr. [ Sdah Ibrahim Shawer Middle East Cotton Trading Co.

96




Name Organization
Mr. |[SaehEl Hadary MALR
Ms. Salwa Dogheim Centera Lab For Pesticides, MALR
Eng. | Sameh Mostafa lbrahim South Cairo & Giza Mills and Bakeries Co.
Mr. Sami El Felaly Agriculture Extension/MALR
Dr. Samir Abu El Rouss RDI/APRP
Mr. Samir El Naggari Vice President, Fresh Fruit Co., Egypt Ltd.
Mr. Samir El Sayed EI-Mosalamy Sharkia Rice Mills
Mr. [ Samir Shehata RDI/APRP
Dr Samy Salah El Din METTCO Holding Consulting Group
Dr. Sayed Haggag APRP Consultant
Dr. Sayed Hussein RDI/APRP
Mr. [ Shafik Abdel Kader Gomaa Chairman of Misr Cotton Co.ALCOTEX
Mr. [ Sherif Ibrahim Sherif US Embassy
Dr. Sonia Mohamed Aly Zagazig University, Agric.
Mr. | Thomas Pomeroy US Embassy, Agricultural Counselor
Ms. |Vivian Abdel Salam Deputy Manager, METTCO Holding
Dr. Wadie Fahim USAID
Dr. Wagdy Hendy Chairman, Port Said Cotton Export Co.
Mr. |Waleed Abdel Khalek Hassan
Dr. Waleed Y oussef Menoufia University, Shebin El Kom
Dr. Werner Gussert GTZ
Dr. YehiaA. Mohieldin APRP Consultant
Ms. |Zeinab M. El Ghazawy MFT, Undersecretary
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